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Cases Reported this Week. 


Dickinson v. Bainbridge® .. es 
Edwards v. Metropolitan Water Board “ 
Hulley v. Silversprings Bleaching and Dyeing Co. 





Current Topics. 


The Increase in Court Fees. 

WE PUBLISH elsewhere the Supreme Court Fees Order, 1922, 
which came into operation on the 11th instant. It is in substitu- 
tion for the Supreme Court Fees Order, 1884, and the series of 
amending Orders down to that of 24th March, 1921, and while 
we are content to leave to others the examination of the items, 
the amounts appear in general to be substantially increased. 
Thus the fees on the issue of writs and originating summonses, 
which were increased from 10s. to £1 in 1920, are now further 
increased to 30s. On judgments the fee of £1 goes up to £2, with 
an additional £3 for every fite hours of the hearing after the 
first five. On sales in the Chancery Division the fee of 2s. per 
cent. becomes 4s. per cent. up to £300,000 and 2s. per cent. 
beyond, and other fees in this Division are correspondingly 
The fee for filing a notice of an interlocutory appeal 
final is raised to £5. The fee on the admission 
The fees do not 


increased. 
remains at £2 ; 
or re-admission of a solicitor remains at £5. 
affect non-contentious probate business, bankruptcy appeals, 
winding-up, or lunacy, and there is power to remit them in cases 


of special hardship. 


The Hilary Cause Lists. 

Tue CavseE Lists for the present sittings shew 160 appeals as 
against 211 at Michaelmas and 189 a year ago. In the High 
Court the total is 2,902 as compared with 3,501 at Michaelmas 
and 4,189 a year ago. The figures depend chiefly on the state 
of the Divorce business. The officials in charge of the lists still 
lump together probate and divorce, although the mistake 
has been frequently pointed out. But, ignoring probate, the 
divorce cases are about the same as at Michaelmas—1,046 now, 
and 1,014 then. Previously they had for several sittings been 
much higher; at Trinity, 192], they were 2,942. Then came 
the great ‘‘ push ” of last summer, and a considerable diminution 
of arrears was effected. The present diminution of 600 cases as 
compared with the beginning of last sittings is mainly the result 
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of clearing off arrears in the King’s Bench Division, towards which 
no doubt the extra week at the close of the Long Vacation materially 
contributed ; the King’s Bench Division cases were then 1,892, 
and are now 1,379. In the Chancery Division there is a small 
diminution. Bankruptcy matters remain steady, as they say 
in the City, at 18; but Revenue cases have not yet been trans- 
ferred to that Division. Reasons of convenience strongly call 
for this step. 


The Utility of Grand Juries. 

THE PROTEST at Quarter Sessions against the revival of Grand 
Juries continues, though here and there a voice is raised in their 
defence. We may take as typical of the prevailing opinion the 
statements of Mr. R. F. Coram, K.C., at Croydon, Mr. Hotman 
Greeory, K.C., at Bath, and Sir Ricuarp Murr at Colchester, 
to ‘he effect that Grand Juries had ceased to perferm any useful 
function, and that the summoning of them was unnecessary and 
wasteful. Similarly at the London Sessions on Tuesday, Sir 
Ropert Watuiace, K.C., said that, since the work of Grand 
Juries was to review the work of experienced magistrates, he 
could not help thinking that it was a waste of time and energy, 
and the Grand Jury passed a resolution that the system should 
be abolished. On the other hand, at the Middlesex Sessions last 
Saturday, Sir Montacu Suarpr, K.C., spoke in favour of the 
retention of the Grand Jury ; and at the opening of the present 
sessions of the Central Criminal Court on Tuesday, the Common 
Serjeant, Mr. H. F. Dickens, argued at some length that it should 
be retained both at Quarter Sessions and Assizes, and said that 
this view was shared by the Recorder, Sir Forrest Futton, K.C. 


A Judicial Opinion of Grand Juries. 


ALL THESE expressions of opinion are interesting, and there 
have also been a number of useful letters to The Times on the 
subject ; but the most important contribution to the discussion 
has been an article in The Times of the 9th inst. by “ One of 
His Majesty’s Judges,’’—a description which is probably intended 
for a Judge of the High Court, though, strictly, the expression is 
much more extensive. This writer takes up the question on 
historical and constitutional lines, seeing in the Grand Jury “the 
only and the uncontrolled accusing authority” and distinguishing 
the functions of the magistracy in the preliminary stages of the 
investigation, which relate only to inquiry. Thus, he says that 
the popular notion that the only function of a Grand Jury is to 
revise a committal by the magistrates, is wholly inaccurate. This 
is one function, and the Grand Jury may save the accused the 
burden of a trial by ignoring the bill. But their action is not 
confined to revision. They only have the right of initiating a 
prosecution, and the writer of the article suggests that this might 
be a suitable way of proceeding against Inland Revenue officers 
for unfair administration of the income tax. The argument is 
more topical than impressive, and the real point which the writer 
makes is that under the Grand Juries (Suspension) Act, 1917, the 
committing magistrates,or a judge,or a law officer were alternative 
accusing authorities. This, in his view, places too great power in 
the hands of the Executive, which has already a privileged 
position in being able to nominate special judges for criminal 
trials—a power, we may observe, that was exercised with cruel 
effect a hundred years ago during the Yorkshire “ industrial 
unrest '’ which forms the subject of “Shirley.” ‘ Official pre- 
rogatives,”’ says the writer, “do not tend to recede and times may 
become very different.”’ Putting aside the Executive and Law 
Officers as accusers, the writer comes to the question whether the 
putting of a person on trial is to be left finally to the magistrates. 
This, for reasons which are specified, he deprecates, and his final 
conclusion is that, while the Grand Jury system should be 
retained at Assizes, a system somewhat on the lines of the Act 
which has just expired should be substituted at quarter sessions : 
“If Grand Juries can be abolished at quarter sessions, nine- 
tenths of the inconvenience would disappear. On the other hand, 
by their retention at Assizes only, all that is desirable in the 
system can be secured,” 





The Grand Jury as Accusers. 

THE DESCRIPTION of the Grand Jury as the accusers is, in a 
sense, correct, and it is generally accepted as in accordance with 
constitutional practice. Biackstone (IV, pp. 301 et seq.) 
distinguishes between a presentment—+t.e., the notice taken by a 
Grand Jury of any offence from their own knowledge, upon which 
an indictment is afterwards framed—and a written accusation 
or indictment, preferred to and presented by the Grand Jury, 
But in practice the former is obsolete, and since BLACKsTONE’s 
day the history and functions of juries has been the subject of 
extensive research in America, Germany and France, as well as 
in this country. The Grand Jury as a“ jury of accusation ” 
may have had its origin in ecclesiastical procedure, but the real 
accuser is now, and has long been, the person who puts the law 
in motion, and it is a peculiarity of English criminal law that 
this may be a private person. “ In England,” said Sir James 
SteruEN (History of Criminal Law I, p. 493), “ and so far as 
I know, in England and some English colonies alone, the prosecu- 
tion of offences is left entirely to private persons or to public 
officers who act in their capacity of private persons, and who 
have hardly any legal powers except those which belong to private 
persons.” It would take us beyond our present space and scope 
to go further into the origin and present position of juries, grand 
and petty, and the form of criminal prosecution. The question 
is, of course, of great interest historically and practically. It 
may be noticed that France in her eagerness, at the end of the 
eighteenth century, to copy English institutions, adopted the 
Grand Jury, but it almost at once became unpopular—largely 
through its inquiry being confined to written evidence—and it 
was abolished under Napoteon. For practical purposes the 
Grand Jury has lost its position as accuser, and has become 
merely the reviser of the decision already arrived at after, in 
general, much more careful deliberation by the magistrates, and 
this is the reason why it has become a troublesome, expensive, 
and useless survival. This was the opinion of the Commission 
of 1913 on “ Delay inthe King’s Bench Division”:—‘‘ We recom- 
mend that the Grand Jury, now required at Assizes and Quarter 
Sessions, be discontinued.” The reasons of that recommendation, 
and further observations on the position of the Grand Jury, we 
must reserve for another occasion. 


Costs in Crown Proceedings. 

[IN A LETTER which we print elsewhere, Mr. E. 8S. P. Haynes 
suggests the desirability of the Committee on Crown Procedure 
dealing with the question of costs. As regards costs of defendants 
in criminal proceedings to which he refers, these should have 
been deak with by the Costs in Criminal Cases Act, 1908, which 
consolidates and amends previous statutes on the same subject, 
but, in fact, no substantial improvement was made by this statute 
in the defendant’s position. As regards costs in civil proceedings 
this is a matter which certainly ought to be considered by the 
Committee and uniformity of practice introduced. The general 
rule still remains as stated by Biackxstone (III, 450): “ The 
King (and any person suing to his use) shall neither pay nor 
receive costs, for .. . as it is his prerogative not to pay them to a 
subject, so it is beneath his dignity to receive them.” This is 
an instance of the singular reasoning which prompted the opinion 
current in BLacksToNne’s day that the law was the perfection 
of common sense, and, as observed by Darna, J., in the recent 
Barnardo Case (1920, 1 K.B., at p. 44), while servants of the Crown 

in that case the Special Commissioners of Income Tax—rely 
where necessary upon the prerogative of the Crown in order to 
escape paying costs, they are content to forget their dignity 
occasionally when it is a question of receiving costs. There are, 
as is well known, numerous statutes which provide in special 
cases for costs being paid by and to the Crown in the same manner 
as between private litigants: e.g., the Crown Suits Act, 1855, 
which applies to proceedings taken by the Attorney-General 
to recover property ; the Stamp Act, 1891, which by s. 13 enables 
costs to be givenon stamp duty appeals ; and the Taxes Manage- 
ment Act, 1880, s. 59, as to costs of cases stated on income tax 
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appeals. But the very number of the statutes, though they make 
a great inroad on the general rule, is a source of confusion, and 
the precedure in cases outside the statutes has been rendered 
yery uncertain by the Barnardo Case (supra). If servants of the 
Crown are parties to proceedings merely in that capacity the 
general rule, where not specially excluded, seems to apply ; 
where they are made parties on the footing that they have 
omitted to perform a statutory duty, it does not. This test is 
based on no intelligible principle, and is not easy to apply in 
practice. The whole question of costs in proceedings by and 
against the Crown requires consideration, and we presume the 
matter will be within the scope of the Committee's reference. 


Hegel’s Philosophy of Law. 

IN A RECENT article on ‘“ Common Law as a Rational Legal 
System,’ we referred to HeGeL’s “ Philosophy of Law ” as one 
of the classical systems of jurisprudence which adopt the 
“ Rationalist ” as opposed to the “ Empiricist’’ view of the 
nature of law. An esteemed reader has asked us for some 
further information as to HeGet’s views, and we have much 
pleasure in making this further brief reference to them. HEGEL, 
as students of philosophy will recollect, is the great Transcendenta- 
list thinker of the early days of the Nineteenth century ; his 
works are obscure to the untrained reader of metaphysics, but 
much enlightenment as to their general tendency may be derived 
from two works of a recent English Lord Chancellor who is 
himself an ardent disciple of HeGEeL, namely Lord HaLpane’s 
“ Pathway to Reality” and “ Reign of Relativity,” although 
in the latter work Lord HALDANE seems to be moving towards 
a different standpoint in philosophy. Hercrr attempted to 
explain the whole Universe as a logical process of the development 
of certain fundamental ideas, and in his “ Encyclopedie”’ he 
gives a comprehensive account of his system. The part which 
concerns us here is only the Third Part of his philosophy, the 
“ Philosophy of Mind,”’ and only the second part of that, namely 
the development of ‘‘ Objective Mind.” Hecer regards 
“Objective—or Social—Mind” as going through three stages of 
development. The first is that of Law, the second of Morality, 
and the third that of Society and Social Life. The peculiarity 
of HeGEL’s conception of “ Law” arises out of his idea of the 
“ State.” According to HEGEL, every man has in him two 
elements, the Particular and the Universal. The “ Particular ” 
consists of his own peculiarities and idiosyncrasies; the 
“ Universal ”’ is exactly the same in him as in every other human 
being. It is the “ Identity ” of each man with every other man. 
This ‘“‘ Universal Man,” then, is a rational system of principles, 
implicit in every particular man, although he may be ignorant 
of it, but becoming explicit in the Laws and Institutions of the 
State. The Law, then, is not a manufactured thing outside 
man and made by legislation to serve purposes of passing 
expediency ; it is a rational system inside every man, like his 
conscience, and all the law-maker does is to endeavour to see it 
and interpret it correctly. Like all HecEt’s views, this is a 
“hard saying” to the non-metapliysical mind; but the 
Philosophy of Law which Hecet has worked out from these rather 
fantastic roots is full of great practical value and _ political 
significance. 

The Royal Court of Guernsey: A newly-discovered 
Charter. 

THe Times (3rd inst.) has just unearthed and printed in 
facsimile a legal antiquarian document of immense interest. 
This is a Carta Antiqua of the Royal Court of Guernsey, granted 
as long ago as 1179 a.p., and therefore one of the oldest charters 
in existence. Guernsey, it will be remembered, like Jersey, Sark, 
and Alderney, is part of the old Duchy of Normandy, and is held 
by His Majesty, not as King of England, but as King of France ; 
in fact, the addition of the words “ King of France” to the 
King’s many titles is based on his possession of these four islands. 
They are now treated—not quite accurately, as a matter of 
history—as Crown Colonies, and Guernsey has a Constitution, 
with a High Bailiff, an estates-general, and a Royal Court ; its 





laws are subject to veto by the Privy Council Committee. Its 
Common Law is that of Normandy, the ‘‘ Customs of Normandy,” 
as distinct from the ‘‘ Customs of Paris,” which are the basis of 
French-Canadian law in Quebec. After the loss of Normandy as 
a whole by King Joun, Jersey and Guernsey gained in status, for 
prior to that date they had been merely “ bailliages,” 7.e., Royal 
manors, in the Duchy ; but now they became principalities. The 
old court of the “ Bailli,” ¢.e., Royal Steward of the Manor, 
required expansion to adapt it to its new uses, and such expansion 
took place. It received new powers, creating ita Curia Regis, 1.e., 
King’s Court, as distinct from a mere manorial or local court, 
which had been its previous status. At the same time the island 
received its legislative assembly and the privilege of self-govern- 
ment ; the legislators were styled the “ twelve jurats.” In the 
early middle ages, we should perhaps add, a “ Duchy” was 
essentially a subordinate principality, and was usually sub- 
divided into counties, marquisates, viscounties, and vidamates. 
The first were ordinary military fiefs for purposes of internal 
government. The second were border counties, with special 
privileges due to the needs of national defence, the third class 
were usually privileged baronies controlling a large town, and 
the fourth were the secular appanages of an ecclesiastical province. 
In France, Germany, and Italy, all flourished ; but in England 
the anti-feudal policy of the King deprived them of their powers. 
The “ county” remained, and the marquisates appeared as 
‘County Palatines ” (in Durham, Lancaster, and Chester), but 
the viscounty and the vidamate were not known. The English 
‘ viscounty ” is of later date and merely marks a rank in the 
peerage. ‘‘ Counties,” again, were sub-divided into “ baronies “s 
and “ baronies ”’ into ‘‘ seigneuries ” or manors; but, here too, 
English practice did not follow that of the Continent except at a 
distance. Guernsey, however, wasa “ viscounty,” ¢.e., an inferior 
‘ county ” or semi-independent principality ; this was the rank 
which was possessed by the island in 1179, immediately before 
the loss of Normandy by Jonny, which happened a generation 
later. The charter recognises the jurisdiction of the “ viscount,” 
who is named as hereditary President of the Royal Court—a 
French, and Scots, but never an English, custom. 


The Discovery of a Charter in Guernsey. 

Tue Text of the charter is in Latin, not Norman-French ; 
a translation of it appears in The Times. It is exceedingly inter- 
esting that the charter should be in Latin ; this shows the ten- 
dency of that language to remain the legal lingua franca of the 
Continent, after it was being displaced by Norman-French in 
more democratic England. Curiously enough, the charter was 
not discovered in the island of Guernsey. It was found in the 
record-house of Exeter Cathedral, and is the property of the 
Dean and Chapter. This would seem to point to a somewhat 
different grouping of the Channel Islands in the Church of 
England at some forgotten period of our ecclesiastical history. 
For these islands are now part of the diecese of Winchester. 
The charter just published is one conferring certain laws and 
jurisdiction on the Abbey of Mont Saint-Michel in Guernsey, 
so that its keeping in the hands of a cathedral chapter is natural. 
The old Abbey of Mont Saint-Michel disappeared at the Reforma- 
tion, but the anonks re-established a monastery on the island 
not long afterwards. A priory, belonging to them, occupied 
until forty years ago the little island of Herm, a tributary of 
Guernsey, recently leased by the distinguished novelist, Mr. 
Compton MackeEnziz, who has praised in the columns of The 
Times the charms of his little retreat. There can be no doubt 
that the Channel Islands are a rich field, as yet untapped, for the 
elucidation of obscure places in the growth of our medieval 
constitution, and Mr. Compton MAcKENziIz’s enthusiasm may 
add to the legal learning of England in an exceptionally interesting 


“ 


sphere. 
Fact and Law in Workmen’s Compensation Cases. 

IN SEVERAL ways the actual decision of the House of Lords, 
by a majority, Lord Frinay dissenting, in William Thomson & Co. 
v. Anderson & Scrimgeour (ante, p. 169), seems far from satisfactory. 
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The House evaded the determination of a point of law by 
holding that there had been a finding of fact by the arbitrator, 
which was supported by some evidence, and which, therefore, 
higher courts ought not to over-rule. But, on examination of 
the case a little more closely, it appears that the so-called question 
of fact was really an inference of law drawn from real facts fully 
stated by the arbitrator—for which reason the Court of Session, 
and Lord Finuay in the House of Lords, considered that it was 
within their sphere to revise that inference of law. The facts 
were these. A seaman went on shore for his own purposes, and 
then returned on board in accordance with his duty so to do. 
While climbing up the ladder, assisted by two members of the 
crew because he was too drunk to get up himself, he fell into the 
water and was drowned. Now, the rule which applies in such 
cases is made clear by such cases as Nash v.“‘ Rangatira ” (Owners) 
(1914, 3 K.B. 978). The liability of the owners, of course, 
depends on whether or not the accident arises ‘‘ out of ” and 
“in the course of” the seaman’s employment. The accident, 
unquestionably, arises ‘‘ in the course of the employment,” if it 
occurs after the seaman, returning from leave to duty, gets on 
board his ship, or a gangway leading thereto, for the employment 
re-commences upon his arriving within the locale where his 
duties are performed. But the accident does not, therefore, 
necessarily arise ‘‘ out of” the employment so as to render the 
employers liable to pay statutory compensation for an accident 
to the workman. out of ” the employment, provided 
the risk is one of the ordinary risks incidental to such employment, 
and also provided the seaman does not put it outside the employ- 
ment by either (1) adding a novel risk to his employment, or 
(2) so misconducting himself as to repudiate his contract of 
employment, and give his employer a right to rescind. So far, 
all is familiar law. Now, in the present case it is clear that the 
sailor's drunkenness was not such misconduct as to amount to 
‘ repudiation,” and misconduct, short of this, even if wilful, 
does not disentitle his dependants in the case of a fatal accident. 
The real question, then, is whether or not he “‘ added a novel 
risk’ to his employment by getting drunk. This, surely, is a 
conclusion of law. But the arbitrator held in terms that the 
accident “ arose entirely out of the man’s state of drunken- 
while stating with great fairness all the actual facts which 
led him to the inference. The majority held that such a finding 
is a “ finding of fact” which they could not disturb. One 
can only repeat that this reasoning is anything but convincing. 


It arises ‘ 


ness,” 


Proof of Administrative Decisions. 

AN INTERESTING practice point arose in Margerison v. E. Hind 
and Co. Ltd. (ante, p. 171). A local education authority laid 
before justices an information under s. 25 (1) of the Education 
Act, 1918, charging the parents of a school child with causing 
the child to be employed notwithstanding a resolution of the 
local authority prohibiting its employment on medical grounds 
after receiving a medical report from the medical officer in terms 
of that sub-section. At the hearing the prosecution produced the 
resolution of the local education authority, reciting the existence 
of the medical report required as a condition precedent to a 
prohibitory order, and setting out the order made by them 
thereon. But they did not produce the actual medical report. 
In the absence of this report the justices held that there was no 
evidence before them of an essential condition precedent to a 
conviction under the statute, but stated a case for the Divisional 
Court. That court upheld the view of the justices. No doubt, 
it is highly desirable that penal provisions in a statute should be 
fully complied with, and therefore the decision seems one based 
on sound principles. At the same time, the rule that recitals 
in a public instrument averring that a condition precedent has 
been duly performed, should be accepted as primd facie true, 
until disproved by contrary testimony in accordance with the 
maxim‘ Omnia rite acta esse presumuntur,” is a very convenient 
rule of evidence, and much is to be said for preserving it. 
Since, however, no appeal lies from the High Court in a criminal 
case, the matter is now authoritatively decided by the case on 


The meaning of “Legal Adventurer.” 

Last WEEK we described Lord JEFFREYS as a great “ Legal 
Adventurer.” By this term we did not mean to impute to 
Lord JEFFREYS what are conventionally supposed to be the 
opportunisms of the adventurer. We simply wished to dis- 
tinguish between two classes of great men who have attained 
to high place in the hierarchy of the English Judicature. There 
are eminent lawyers who are essentially ‘“‘ Men of Law,” and 
nothing else. That is to say, they take up the Bar early in life 
as a profession, pursue it to success, and regard it as their main 
practical object in life. Of course, they may be interested in a 
hundred other things, including religion or politics; but it is 
primarily because of their eminence as professional men of law 
that they attain to success. Lord SELBoRNE, Lord Russe. or 
KILLOWEN, Sir GeorGE JESSEL, and Lord MANSFIELD ; these are 
familiar and obvious examples. But there is another class of 
men in whose case law is not, and manifestly never has been, 
the ‘‘ ruling passion,” who nevertheless attain to the Woolsack 
or to high professional eminence mainly through success in 
polities, or in society, or in some other sphere of life. Such men 
are often very able advocates and capable judges; but their 
legal standing alone would not have won them a high place in 
the Judiciary. To mention present-day names would be 
invidious ; but obvious historical illustrations are WEDDERBURN, 
Lynpuurst, Broveuam, and Chief Justice CockBuRN. Every 
one of those men had consummate ability and filled fitly his high 
place when he arrived thereat ; but it was eminence in politics 
or reform, or as a man of the wor'4, which won it for him. Such 
men, in no invidious sense, we call “ Legal Adventurers,” and it 
is in this sense that we applied the name to JEFFREYS. Such 
men, of course, have often been nobler and better men than the 
mere pedestrian lawyer seeking only professional success. Our 
term was not in any sense one of primd facie opprobrium. 








“ Nationals” within the Peace 
Treaties. 


In Re Chamberlain's Settlement (1921, 2 Ch. 533; ante, p. 6 (3)) 
P. O. Lawrence, J., has given a decision which must necessarily 
be of far-reaching import on the various treaties. 

The decision is briefly this: that if the German Court would 
hold a person to be a German National, then he is within and 
for the purposes of the German Peace Treaty, a German National, 
notwithstanding that he is in fact unquestionably a British 
subject for every other conceivable purpose of British Law. In 
other words the learned judge reduces the British Court to a 
helpless echo of the German Court. 

Mr. CHAMBERLAIN did not appeal, nor did he consult his counsel 
as to the prospects of a successful appeal. Since the decision 
a case has come before the writer, which suggests to him that it is 
a great mistake only to consult the German Treaty as to whether 
a person is a “ German National ” within that treaty ; and to 
omit to refer also to the Austrian and Bulgarian Treaties. The 
case was this. A gentleman of unquestionable Bulgarian 
Nationality asserted that he was also at all material times a 
German National. The writer advised trustees who held property 
for this gentleman that they could not possibly pay it over to 
the administrator of Bulgarian property who claimed it, except 
under order of the Court. 

His reasons were two: first, it was not clear that if this gentleman 
was of both nationalities, the property would fall under either 
treaty ; secondly, if the case fell within both or either of the treaties 
it was not clear whether the Custodian under the German, or 
the administrator under the Bulgarian Treaty should give the 
receipt. 

The relevant Article in the German Treaty is 297; and this 
Article is mutatis mutandis for practical purposes of this enquiry 
repeated in Article 249 of the Austrian, and Article 177 of the 
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and independent contracts between Germany, Austria and 
Bulgaria respectively, with the Allied and Associated Powers : 
there is no privity between Germany Austria and Bulgaria in 
regard to these respective treaties. 

The Treaties thus stand:—German, Art. 297 (i), Austrian, 
249 (j), Bulgaria, 177 (j). 

Germany | “ undertakes to compensate her Nationals in respect 
Austria | “ of the sale or retention of their property, rights or 
Bulgaria ** interests in Allied or Associated States.” 

In the case of the gentleman in question this question was 
asked by the writer as a test: “ Which of them, Germany or 
Bulgaria, is to compensate?” It was pointed out that no provision 
for apportionment was inserted in any of the treaties. Nor 
indeed could it have been inserted, for the treaties are all separate 
and independent. This consideration leads the writer to suggest 
that in each of the three treaties the word “ exelusive ’ must 
be imported as a qualification of the Nationality, e.g., ‘German 
National ” means “ one who is exclusively a German National.” 

If it be said that as the German Peace Treaty first in point 
of time became law in England, therefore that in the case supposed 
it is Germany to compensate, let us then point out that the 
Austrian and Bulgarian Treaties had been actually signed before 
the German Treaty came into actual force as English Law. (a) 

The dates of signature are: German Treaty, 28th June, 1919 ; 
Austrian Treaty, 10th September, 1919; Bulgarian Treaty, 27th 
November, 1919. The dates of their becoming part of the law of 
England are: German Treaty, 10th January, 1920; Austrian, 
16th July, 1920; Bulgarian, 9th August, 1920. 

If then we say that in the case supposed the German Treaty as 
first coming into English law applies and catches the property of 
one who is both a German and Bulgarian subject, we apply the 
treaty most heavily to the detriment of Germany, who is therefore 
to compensate not only her “ exclusive ” German Nationals, but 
also the Nationals of Austria and Bulgaria, provided they are also 
German Nationals ; and this although at the time of the German 
Treaty becoming English law, Austria or Bulgaria had by separate 
treaty (though not then law in England) contracted to com- 
pensate the very person whom we have held Germany is bound to 
compensate. 

If we say there must be an apportionment between the States, 
where do we get that provision in the treaties ? 

All these questions, raising, as it is conceived they might do con- 
siderable diplomatic question, we avoid at once by qualifying the 
expression “‘ National” in each treaty by the adjective 
“ exclusive,” though, no doubt, at the trifling cost of letting the 
property in England of a double enemy National slip through the 
treaties. 

If this view met the approval of the Court of Appeal, it would 
also exclude the case of a double alleged National, who was 
both of enemy and also of British, or allied or neutral nationality. 

In the case of the German Treaty, the expressed authentic 
texts are French and English, in the Austrian and Bulgarian, 
French, English and Italian, French governing in case of 
difference. 

Now is there any antecedent improbability that in each case 
“ exclusive ’’ National was really intended ? And indeed that 
that is the prima facie meaning of the expression “ National.” 

The word used in all the treaties is ‘‘ National,’ a much 
narrower, but at the same time more emphatic word than 
“Subject,” for the latter word may include, what the former 
word does not, (b) namely, an alien to the country in question, 
but who by his licensed residence therein owes to it temporary 
and, local allegiance, entailing on him, should he act treasonably, 
an indictment of High Treason, (c) but entitling him to its 
protection. (d) 








(a) And that their signature was contemplated appears from the 
concluding words of Annex 4 in the German Treaty to Arts. 297 and 298. 

(b) See Sir A. Cockburn’s definition of Nationality, p. 6 of his book. 

(c) Hale, P.C. 94; Foster, C.0. 185 ; Calvin’s Case (7 Coke 6a);-Da Jager 
v. A.G. of Natal 1907 A.C. 326. 

(d) Johnstone v, Pedlar (1921, 2 A.C. 262). 





Thus under the French treaties of 1814 and 1815, to which we 
shall presently refer, providing compensation for “ British 
subjects,” a French wife of an Englishman, which lady was 
resident in England, though certainly not an English National, 
under the law there in force, would be entitled to compensation 
by reason of her subjectivity to England imported by her English 
residence (e) ; while had she not been so resident she would not 
be entitled to compensation. (f) 

It was not till the 7 & 8 Vict., c. 66, that an alien wife marrying 
a British subject became of British nationality. (g) 

So far as the writer can find, the English common law never 
recognised the legal possibility of an Englishman having a double 
nationality ; though it would recognise the legal possibility of his 
owing by reason of residence a temporary local foreign 
subjectivity. 

But though the common law would not recognise that an 
Englishman could have a double nationality, the result of its 
rules was, as a fact, sometimes to deprive a person of all 
nationality, sometimes to create a double nationality in that 
person. 

Thus till 7 & 8 Vict., c. 66,a Frenchwoman marries an English- 
man, she thereby loses her French nationality, but does not 
acquire English nationality (h); consequently an alien wife or 
husband of an English National, being unable even to take by 
Act of Law, did not as a general rule of;eommon law get dower, 
or get curtesy (i), or in case of an alien husband get power to 
dispose of his wife’s term of years ()). 

On the other hand, till 1870, an Englishwoman marrying a 
Frenchman, in English law retained her English nationality, but 
in French law became a French National. (4) 

But though this might be the fact, it seems clear that the English 
law did not recognise her French nationality ; for the cardinal 
rule of English common law was that no one could divest himself 
of his British born nationality, a rule the extreme point of which 
is shown in its application to an abjured person. (1) 

A case of the House of Lords allowing a foreign local temporary 
allegiance for a particular purpose to prevail over the obligations 
of natural born nationality occurs in 1802. (m) 

* Mr. , a British born subject, resident in the English 
“factory at Lisbon, was allowed the benefit of a Portuguese 
“ character, so far as to render his trade with Holland (at war 
“with England, but not with Portugal) not impeachable as an 
“illegal trade.” 

But this is no case of double nationality. 

Unquestionably in a treaty with a Foreign Power the phrase 
“ British subject” need not necessarily include every person whom 
the British law would hold to be a British National. 

In 1786 a Commercial Treaty passed between England and 
France which practically prevented either confiscating the property 
in that country of the other’s subjects on the outbreak of war. (m) 
The French, in the Revolutionary Wars, entirely infringed this 
treaty, but under treaties of 1814 and 1815 paid a fund to England 
whereout to indemnify British subjects against undue confiscations 
under the Commercial Treaty. 








(e) Andre’s Case (2 Knapp 365n). ate 
(f) Countess de Conway's Case (2 Knapp P.C. 364); Count de Wall's Case 
(6 Moore P.C. 216, 235). 

(g) Cases (supra), Cockburn, 12. : 

(h) Cockburn (12, 24, 25). Our English law will recognise the lega 
possibility of a person having no nationality; Stoeck v. The Public Trustee 
(1921, 2 Ch. 67). ; : 

(i) Co. Litt., 316. Calvin’s Case (7 Co: 25a) ; Conway’s Case (2 Knapp, 
365); Wall's Case (6 Moore, p. 235); Burk v. Brean (2 Atk., p. 398); 
Prest. Abstr. 1. 346. 

(j) Theobald v. Duffy (9 Mod. 102). 


(k) Cockburn (24, 25). . 

(1) Calvin’s Case (7 Coke 9a); Macdonald's Case (Foster C.C. 59, Cock. 
burn, 63, 64, 198). In Manning’s Case (1 Den. C.C., p. 178), it is said : 
“The Court know of no instance in which the character of an alien ond a 
British subject are united.” The Naturalisation Act of 1914, replacing that 
of 1870, s. 14, to some extent recognises the fact of the possibility of English 
Nationality with a foreign Nationalit tential. 

(m) The Darious (4 C. Rob. 255n) ; Aa Wilson v, Marryatt (8 T.R., p. 45). 


(n) See2 Knapp, p. 7. 
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A grandson of a British born subject, which grandson and his 
father had been in and resided in France all their lives, had his 
landed property in France confiscated by France, on the ground 
of his being a French subject, and an emigré. 

By the Statutes 4 Geo. 2, c. 21, 13 Geo. 3, c. 21, (0) the grandson 
was a British National in English municipal law; yet the Privy 
Council beld that it could not have been in contemplation of 
the contracting powers, that such a person, a French subject 
by French law, and expressly penalised by France as so being, 
could be within the treaty of 1814. (p) 

In another case, FANNING, a British born subject, who had 
gone to France,and in 1776 purported to obtain French naturalisa- 
tion and letters of nobility, who had in the Revolution left 
France, and whose property had also been confiscated as that of 
an emigré, would apparently for the same reason have had no 
redress against the Indemnity Fund, had bis letters of naturalisa- 
tion been proved, which they were not. (q) 

These cases no doubt prove, that in a foreign treaty “ British 
subject ’’ need not necessarily include every man whom British law 
taken alone would include as a British National, when the other 
contracting party would by his law call that person his National. 


But observe the difference. In the French cases, the persons 
to be indemnified are ‘‘ British subjects,” not “ Nationals.” 
France was alone the contracting opposite, the treaties were all 
written in French, they were passed to redress a gross breach 
of faith by France, and obviously passed for the benefiteof 
British subjects only considered as outsiders to France. 

In the ease of the late war, there are three separate treaties 
by the three enemies, each containing identical provisions, 
dealing with the property not of enemy “ subjects ” but of enemy 
** Nationals” in England, etc., not one of them written in German, 
Austrian or Bulgarian, none of which languages convey the 
authentic text; so drawn, itis conceived, if ‘‘ National ” in each 
be not qualified by “ exclusive,” as not only in case of double 
enemy nationality to raise international questions of great 
difficulty, but in case of alleged double nationality, part Englis! 
part enemy, to induce unspeakable hardship in the case of 
English women caught by the war in Germany, and terrorised 
into taking up German nationality ; so drawn too, as to show, 
that the liquidation of enemy Nationals’ property in England is 
to be carried out in accordance with the laws of England. 


If then, as is submitted, each treaty on its construction qualifies 
the enemy National as “ exclusively ” of that nationality, surely 
all the Peace Orders must be given the like construction. Indeed, 
the definition in Clause 2 of The Treaty of Peace Order, 1919, 
as to the German treaty, looks as if the draughtsman had thought 
that German National meant “ exclusively ” German National. 
“The expression Nationals in relation to any state includes 
“the subjects or citizens of that state.” 

To sum up our submissions for what they are worth :— 

(1) Except on special construction of a Treaty with a Foreign 
power, a British National cannot, in a British Court, be also a 
foreign National, though by residence in that foreign country he 
may owe to it a local and temporary allegiance, and therefore be 
its temporary subject. 

(2) A man who is not a British National, but who is proved 
by the law of each of two foreign countries to be a National of 
that country, will in a British Court be considered a double 
National, whatever the result may be. It seems a matter too 
high for the Court to allow one and disallow the other, of these 
foreign laws: such a matter seems rather for the Foreign Office. 

(3) But the three treaties onconstruction show that in each 
“exclusive” German, Austrian, or Bulgarian Nationality was 
meant. 

Frepk. Epwarp Farrer. 








(o) Stated, Cockburn, 9, 10. 
(p) Drummond’s Case (1834, 2 Knapp, 295). 
(q) Fanning’s Case cited (2 Knapp, p. 300, 301,). 
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Hamlet a Lunatic. 


(Apropos of a Lecture recently delivered by Sir J. Forbes-Robertson, 
in which he expressed his belief—in common with most acltors—in 
Hamlet’s sanity). 

By OUR OWN REPORTER. 

By an Inquisition taken at————————recently, one Hamlet, 
an alleged Prince of Denmark, was found by the Master in Lunacy 
to be of unsound mind and incapable of managing himself 
or his affairs. The names of the medical witnesses are for obvious 
reasons withheld, but it is understood that a number of persons 
introduced to the Court by one William Shakespeare (alias Francis 
Bacon), a player, testified of their own knowledge to certain facts, 

Horatio, Marcellus and Bernado, respectively a friend of the 
patient and two officers in the guards, testified to the fact that 
one evening, coming to visit the Prince, they heard him at 
some length soliloquising, and that among other matters he 
distinctly expressed his wish that-— 

“The Everlasting had not fix’d 
His canon ’gainst self-slaughter,”’ 
and that although, as under examination, they admitted, he had 
subsequently told them of his intention to pretend madness : 
** As I perchance hereafter shall think meet, 
To put an antic disposition on,” 
nevertheless they felt convinced of his actual insanity. Further 
examination elicited the reluctant admission that he had during 
the alleged period of pretence treated his fiancé with the utmost 
cruelty and insult, driving her eventually to suicide, and had 
in addition, albeit by accident, actually killed her father. On 
the Master asking for details, it was said that on one occasion— 
‘Lord Hamlet, with his doublet all unbraced, 
No hat upon his head, his stockings foul’d, 
Ungartered and down gyved to his ancles, 
Pale as his shirt, his knees knocking each other,”’ 
stood before her. 

The learned Master, on hearing this, remarked: ‘‘ Not at all 
the way to treat a lady”; which is believed to be a quotation, 
though not from Shakespeare. 

Further, that on the same occasion, he ‘“ shook her arms” 
and “‘ thrice waved his head up and down ” and sighed 

** A sigh so piteous and profound, 
That it did seem to shatter all his bulk 
And end his being.” 

On yet another occasion the patient was alleged to have 
recommended the lady—his own sweetheart—to enter a convent. 
(Sensation in Court.) 

A courtier of the name of Osric was then called, who stated 
that on the occasion before mentioned he was in actual fear of 
his life, and endeavoured to the best of his ability to humour 
the patient, as he had heard from the late Lord Polonius was 
desirable ; that when he had remarked upon the heat of the 
weather, the patient replied “‘ No! No! believe me, tis very 
cold,” and he, Osric, hastened to agree with him. Evidence 
taken on commission was then handed in, in which Queen 
Gertrude (lately deceased) deposed that on the occasion of the 
accidental slaying by the patient of Lord Polonius, the patient, 
far from expressing regret, merely remarked : 

“Til lug the guts into the neighbour room.” 
(Sensation. ) 

The Master proceeded to charge the jury. In the course of 
his remarks, the Master having stated the evidence at some 
considerable length, pointed out that in many cases lunacy was 
progressive, and that in this case the unfortunate Prince had 
apparently run through the entire gamut of mental disorder. 
Beginning with a natural depression on his father’s death, he 
had allowed himself to fall into a melancholia which, deepening 
and ripening—if he might use the expression—had developed 
first into monomania, then into megalomania with altation, 

“ The time is out of joint, O, cursed spite, 
That ever I was born to set it right,” 
thus clearly indicating a vast appreciation of his own powers. 
The Master proceeded to trace the progress of the disease through 
the phases of erotomania—instancing the gross impropriety of 
many of the patient’s remarks to the Lady Ophelia made in public, 
and homicidal mania, culminating in the murder of Lord Polonius 
and the threatsagainst the King’s Majesty. He directed the jury to 
find the patient of unsound mind and incapable of managing him- 
self and his affairs. The jury (twenty-three) retired and shortly 
returned with a verdict as directed, the foreman remarking : 
*“Oh! What a noble mind is here o’erthrown.”’ 

It is understood that twenty of the jury were for the verdict, 
but that three, being actors, preferred a verdict of sanity. ; 

In thanking the jury and the Bar for their assistance in this 
most difficult case, the Master remarked that, upon application 
being made in due course, he would be prepared to appoint 
Messrs. Rosencrantz and Guildenstern, nominees of the late 


King and Queen of Denmark, as Committees of the Person and 


B.M.O. 


Estates. 
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The Status of the “Irish Free 
State.” 


Now that the Parliament of the United Kingdom and that of 
the soi disant Irish Republic, Dail Eireann, have both accepted in 
principle the ‘*‘ Treaty ’’ negotiated between the Five Irish Pleni- 

tentiaries and the Imperial British Government, it is interesting 
to consider the status of the new Irish Free State from the stand- 

oint of International Law. Of course, an Act of Parliament will 

necessary to declare the coming into constitutional existence 
of that State ; but as that Act must necessarily follow the pro- 
yisions of a Treaty whose terms have already been published, its 
exact phraseology can only settle details, not any new matter of 
principle. As a matter of fact, existing rules of International Law 
and the classical decisions are quite sufficient to fix approximately 
the status of the latest member of the British ‘‘ Commonwealth of 
Nations.”’ 

To begin with, one point in connection with this status which 
has been discussed ad nauseam in the Press, in Parliament, and, 
of course, in Dail Eireann, is reasonably clear. The Irish Free 
State is not a ‘‘ Sovereign State ” ; neither is it a ‘‘ body deprived 
of Sovereignty.’’ Moreover, it is probably not what Inter- 
national Jurists have long recognized by the not very happy, 
but sufficiently descriptive title of a ‘‘ Semi-Sovereign State ”’ 
(Pitt Cobbett, 3rd edition, vol. I, 49). The distinction between 
a“ Sovereign ”’ and a ‘‘ Semi-Sovereign ”’ State is just this. The 
former is one which possesses all the attributes of internal 
sovereignty plus complete independence of external control 
(ibid., 49). The Locus Classicus setting out the characteristics of 
“independence of external control ”’ is the famous American case 
of Cherokee Nation v. The State of Georgia (5 Pet. 1), in which 
Chief Justice Marshall came into his famous conflict with President 
Andrew Jackson. A ‘‘ Semi-Sovereign State,’’ on the other hand, 
is one which possesses the attributes of internal sovereignty, but 
is subject to a more or less complete degree of ‘‘ external control ”’ 
(ibid.). It is distinguished from a third class of States, namely, 
Non-Sovereign States, which are not ‘‘ International Persons ”’ at 
all (ibid.), and therefore possess neither ‘‘ complete internal ”’ nor 
“complete external Sovereignty.’’ The best examples of the 
latter are the States of a Federation, e.g., one of the United States ; 
the subordinate province of a superior power, e.g., Egypt, while a 
province of Turkey prior to its declaration of autonomy in 1914 
(see The Charkieh, 4 A. & E., at p. 77); and the domestic colonies 
of the British Empire, so long as the latter remain subject to 
knperial Legislation overriding local statutes: Todd’s Parlia- 
mentary Government, 2nd edition, 265, et seg. On the other 
hand, ‘“‘ Protected States ”’ are, as a rule, although not necessarily, 
Semi-Sovereign States. The leading case on the status of a Semi- 
Sovereign State is that of ‘“‘ The Ionian Ships” (1855, 2 Spinks, 
212; Pitt Cobbett, I, 55), which concerned the status of the 
Ionian Islands during their brief existence as a _ British 
Protectorate before being transferred to the Kingdom of Greece 
in 1873. 

The problem, then, is whether the Irish Free State is (1) a 
Sovereign State, or (2) a Semi-Sovereign State, or (3) a Non- 
Sovereign State. The first, of course, may be ruled out. The 
choice lies between (2) and (3). There are some indications each 
way. For the test really is whether the Irish Free State resembles 
Cuba, which is sabjected by Treaty to control of her foreign 
affairs by America, and Egypt, which is subjected to British 
Military Occupation, both of which are Semi-Sovereign States, or 
resembles, on the other hand, a British Dominion, which is a 
Non-Sovereign State. As a matter of fact, the same question 
arises in the case of Protected Native States in India, and has 
never been quite definitely decided, although the subjects of such 
States are not British subjects, and clearly the intermediate status 
seems the correct one : Sirdar Gurdyal Singh v. Rajah of Faridkote 
(1894, App. Cas. 670). But the case of Ireland is a peculiar one 
and presents new features. 

Indications that the Irish Free State is a Semi-Sovereign State 
may be suggested as arising out of two facts: (1) its subjects owe 
allegiance to the Irish Free State, not to the King, and only 
promise “faithfulness ’’ to the latter as head of the British 
Commonwealth of Nations: and (2) the Treaty probably excludes 
all future claims of the British Parliament to legislate for the 
Irish Free State. These are privileges in the direction of autonomy 
not possessed by any of the British Dominions, at least in con- 
templation of law, whatever may be the fact in actual practice. 
But against these indications are others which are conclusive. 
In the first place, the position of the Irish Free State is to be 
that of the ‘“‘ Dominion of Canada,’’ and the dealings of the 
Imperial Government with it are to be governed by the constitu- 
tional precedents governing relations with that Dominion. In 
the second place, the State is to be a member of the British 
Commonwealth of Nations ; this evidently places it in a position 
analogous to that of an American State, the international status 
of which has long been recognised to be that of a Non-Sovereign 





State. In the third place, its Ministers are clearly to be recognised 
as His Majesty’s Ministers, and their relation to His Majesty is to 
be that of constitutional advisers. It seems impossible to draw 
from those provisions any inference except one, namely, that the 
Irish Free State is a ‘‘ Non-Sovereign State.” 

Curiously enough, at its recent meeting, Dail Eireann was 
faced with this difficulty in a form the point of which seems to 
have been missed by the British Press. Upon Dail Eireann 
voting ratification of the Treaty, the Irish Free State ceased to 
be a Republic with a President, for the place of the latter is to 
be supplied by a Governor-General possessing the same status as 
that representative of the Crown in Canada ; such is the provision 
of the Treaty. Hence, President De Valera’s position as President 
ceased to be consistent with the act of ratification, the effect of 
which was to terminate his office, and he necessarily resigned. The 
pro-ratification party were then faced with an obvious constitu- 
tional difficulty. To elect a new President would be to stultify 
the Treaty by doing an act inconsistent with it. Hence Mr. Collins 
proposed the election, instead, of a Committee to carry on the 
Executive Government until the Treaty should have been given 
legislative effect by the British Parliament and by ‘“ Dail 
Kireann.’”’ This was opposed by the De Valera party in order to 
emphasize their refusal to accept the new status: Eventually 
the matter appears to have been compromised by leaving it open. 
But the ratification party will obviously be in a difficult position 
if compelled to elect Mr. Griffiths or anyone else as a temporary 
President until the new Constitution comes into force. Since 
the above was written, the ratification party have been compelled, 
as the least of two evils, to adopt the latter policy, iustifying it 
on the ground that ratification by the resolution of Dail Eireann is 
not complete until embodied in a statute of that body. 

These questions of International Law may seem somewhat 
pedantic to plain men only interested in getting the Treaty 
ratified and a new era inaugurated in Ireland. But their inter- 
national and constitutional significance is considerable. We 
venture to predict the next line of movement which the leaders 
of Sinn Fein will adopt in Dail Eireann so soon as the new State 
isin being. They will obviously claim to be a ‘‘ Semi-Sovereign ”’ 
State as distinct from a ‘‘ Non-Sovereign”’ State. This claim 
will unite both parties in the Dail Eireann ; and it will offer a 
practical programme, namely, the claim toindependent representa- 
tion by foreign diplomatic agents, already advanced by General 
Smuts. It will probably have the unanticipated effect of stirring 
up the Union of South Africa and other Dominions to make 
similar claims to be ‘‘ Semi-Sovereign States,” on the ground that 
the Irish Free State is put in the same position as a Dominion, 
and that therefore a Dominion must possess the same international 
status as the ‘‘ Irish Free State.’? The ambiguity of the position 
under the Treaty will make such a claim plausible in the case of 
the Irish Free State, and therefore arguable in the case of the 
other Dominions—in whose case it has not hitherto been arguable 
in terms of accepted Constitutional Law. The result will probably 
be the opening of a new era in the long vexed question of the 
form which the British Empire should ultimately take, and of the 
status to which its component parts are entitled. 








Res Judicatee. 


The Executor of a Statutory Tenant. 
(Collis v. Flower, 1921, 1 K.B. 409, Div. Court.) 


An important decision under the Increase of Rent and Mortgage 
Interest (Restriction) Act, 1920, on which we have not yet 
commented was that of the Divisional Court in Collis v. Flower 
(supra). The point, in fact, arose under s. 2 (1) (d) of the earlier 
statute of 1915, but the sub-section in question has been re- 
enacted in the same terms by s. 12 (1) (f) of the later Act, which 
defines the expression ‘‘ tenant ” as including ‘‘ any person from 
time to time deriving title under the original tenant.’”’ The 
question which arose was whether this definition includes the 
executor of a deceased statutory tenant, when such executor is 
not in possession of the premises. At first sight, it may seem 
obvious that an executor is a “ person deriving title under the 
original tenant,” and therefore entitled to succeed the latter as 
statutory tenant, if the deceased dies while still in statutory 
possession of the premises. But the matter is complicated by 
the fact that s. 15 (1) (which contains the only references to 
‘“‘ statutory tenancy ”’ in the Act, and contains it only by virtue 
of a marginal rubric naming the section “ Conditions of 
statutory tenancy ’’), refers only to a tenant “continuing in 
possession ”’ under the terms of the Act. If the executor is out of 
possession when the tenant dies and does not go into possess on, 
it is arguable that he does not satisfy the statutory condition 
precedent that he shall ‘‘ continue in possession.”’ The court, 
however, took the view that the executor is in exactly the same 
position as the statutory tenant whose title he takes by virtue 
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of the will, and is no more bound to remain in physical possession 
than was the original tenant. In the actual circumstances of 
Collis yv. Flower, the deceased tenant and her residuary legatee 
were residing in the house at the date of the death, and the latter 
continued to reside. Her possession, held by assent of the 
executor, was sufficient to constitute ‘‘ constructive possession ”’ 
on his part so as to satisfy the requirements of the statute. The 
executor’s interest was therefore protected under the statute. 


Constructive Assent to Increase of Rent. 
(Glossop v. Ashley, 1921, 2 K.B. 451.) 


So many forced inferences of law—perhaps one should call them 
‘statutory legal fictions ’’—have been drawn by the courts under 
the Rent Restriction Acts, that Mr. Justice McCardie must have 
felt. considerable difficulty in refusing to draw another, not very 
far-fetched, in Glossop v. Ashley (1921, 2 K.B. 451). Here a 
public-house had been let in August, 1911, to a Brewery Co. upon 
a five years lease at a rental of £130 per annum. In October, 
1911, the Brewery Co. sublet the premises to the present tenant. 
It was sublet, however, under a “tied house” covenant, at 
the nominal rental of only £40 per annum, which was subse- 
quently reduced to £24, the rent in force in August, 1914—the 
date at which the “standard rent” of statutory premises is 
calculated. In 1916, on the termination of the Brewery Co.’s 
lease, they dropped out, and the actual tenant remained on as the 
tenant of the owners. In 1918 the rent was by agreement fixed 
at £30, and the tenancy was made subject to a quarterly notice 
on either side. In March, 1920, the landlord gavé the tenant a 
quarter’s notice to quit, expiring June, 1920, with a notice stating 
that if he held over after that date, the rent would be £130 per 
annum—the pre-war rental for non-tied premises. The tenant 
stayed on, claiming the protection of the Act, and refusing to 
pay £130 per annum. In these circumstances three very difficult 
questions arose. First, was the present tenant the tenant for the 
purposes of the Act in August, 1914, when he was merely a 
sub-tenant of a tenant paying £130 per annum? The judge held 
that, as actual occupier, he was the tenant for the purposes of the 
Rent Restriction Acts. Secondly, was the “ standard rent ”’ of 
the house in August, 1914, the sum of £130 which the lessee was 
paying, or that of £24 which the actual occupier was paying on a 
tied covenant? The judge held that £24 was the standard rent, 
notwithstanding the obvious fact that the value to the lessee of 
the tied covenant must have been at least £106, namely, the 
difference between the untied head-rent of £130 and the tied rent 
of £24. Lastly, did the tenant’s act in holding over in June, 1920, 
amount to an assent to the rental demanded, £130? The answer, 
here, again, was No; for the tenant was entitled to hold over 
under the statute without assenting to the higher rent demanded. 





The Calculation of Statutory Rent. 
(Mackworth v. Hellard, 1921, 2 K.B. 755). 


Still another interesting case arising under the Increase of 
Rent, &c., Act, 1920, may be noticed briefly here, namely, 
Mackworth v. Hellard (1921, 2 K.B. 755). The point in this case 
concerned the mode of calculating the rental of premises for the 
purposes of the Act. Section 12 (7) provides that ‘‘ where the 
rent payable in respect of any tenancy of any dwelling-house is 
less than two-thirds of the rateable value thereof, this Act shall 
not apply to that rent or tenancy . .* and this Act shall apply in 
respect of such dwelling-house as if no such tenancy existed or 
ever had existed.’’ The obvious purpose of this provision is to 
exclude long leases at rents which are not rack-rents ; but the 
wording of the latter part of the clause is—to say the least— 
extremely obscure. An attempt to give it an unexpected applica- 
tion was made in Mackworth vy. Hellard (supra). Here, in 1916, 
the landlord let to the tenant a dwelling-house at a rental of 
£30 per annum, the “ landlord"? paying rates and taxes. The 
rateable value was £40, and the rates and taxes amounted to 
£31 18s. Now, the rateable value, we hardly need say, is deemed 
to be the sum a hypothetical tenant, doing his own repairs, and 
paying rates, would be willing to give for the premises. It is 
usually a good deal lower than the actual rental of a yearly 
tenancy, since the normal condition of the latter is that the 
landlord, not the tenant, does the repairs. Here, however, the 
rateable value exceeded the rental by one-quarter. Moreover, 
since the tenant is liable to pay the rates, where the landlord in 
fact pays them, the economic rental is obviously the rent minus 
the rates—in this case £30, less £31 18s., and therefore a negative 
quantity. Naturally the landlord claimed that, under such 
circumstances the rental was very far short of being two-thirds 
of the rateable value, and that, therefore, under s. 12 (7), the 
statute was excluded, and he was entitled to recover possession 





provisions as to payment of rates, etc. ; it must deem the rent 
to be the sum expressly reserved as such in the tenancy agreement, 
no matter who paid the rates. That being so, £30 was the rental, 
and as this is more than two-thirds of £40, the rateable value, 
s. 12 (7) does not apply. The premises remain protected by the 
statute, although the obvious result is most unfair to a landlord 
who finds that he has to pay more in rates than he receives in 
rent. The statutory power to increase the rent in proportion to 
the increase of rates does not act as a real safeguard in such q 
case as this. 








Review. 


Tue “ Law Nores” Year Boor. An Alphabetical Digest of the Statutes, 
Rules, Orders, and Cases of the Year 1921. By the Editors of “Law 
Notes.”’ The “‘ Law Notes” Publishing Offices. 4s. 6d. net. 


This book, the editors state in their preface, owes its origin to the 
‘Refresher’? pamphlet which they published for the information of 
ex-Service solicitors at the end of the war, giving a digest of the more 
important legislation during the war years. It is now proposed to publish 
an annual ‘‘ Refresher’’ pamphlet on the same lines. For this purpose 
attention is called, not only to the statutes of the year, but also to the 
various Rules and Orders, and to the most important decisions. The book 
is, of course, a digest merely, and no attempt could be made in so small 
& compass to set out Statutes, Rules or Orders in full. It is arranged in 
alphabetical order under subject titles, each title giving as may be required 
digests of relevant cases, statutes,and Rulesor Orders. Thus, ‘* Education” 
notes the consolidation effected by the Education Act, 1921, and also the 
procedure case of Margerison v. E. Hind & Co. (38 T.L.R. 12 ; ante, p. 171), 
and under “ Enrolment of Deeds,’ the Fee Order made under s. 20 of the 
Administration of Justice Act, 1920. Under “ Bills of Sale’’ French y. 
Gething (Gift of furniture by husband to wife) is noted, but only with the 
Weekly Notes reference. It is reported in 1921, 3 K.B. 280, and has sirce 
been affirmed on appeal, ante, p. 140. But, of course, with a book published 
so soon after the end of the year it is difficult to be absolutely up to date, 
The case also included an interesting point on the Married Women’s 
Property Act, which does not seem to be noted. But the title “‘ Husband 
and Wife ” includes numerous notes of cases of the year; so, also, to take 
another example, does “Income Tax’; and under “Indian Divorces,” 
the reason for and effect of the Indian Divorces (Validity) Aci, 1920, are 
shortly stated. That in general the book covers the past year is shown by 
the inclusion of the Order of 13th December for revival of Grand Juries, 
The book, which is a small volume of some 140 pages, is well conceived 
and executed, and is likely to be useful both to students and practitioners. 








Books of the Week. 


County Court Practice.—The Yearly County Court Practice, 1922. 
Founded on ArcHBo.p’s ‘“‘ County Courts Practice ” and Pirr Lewis’ 
*“Qounty Court Practice.’ By the late G. Prrt Lewis, K.C. and Sir 
C. ARNOLD WuiTE. 1922 edition. By Epcar Date and W. R. Harvarp, 
Barristers-at-Law. The chapter on Costs by J. Errineton, Registrar of 
the Carlisle County Court. Butterworth & Co. Shaw & Sons, Ltd. 
40s. net. 


County Court Practice.—The annual County Courts Practice, 1922. 
Forty-first edition. Edited by His Honour Judge Ruraa, K.C. Costs 
and Court Fees by W. H. Wurrevock, B.A. and Artnur L. Lowe, M.A., 
Registrars of the Birmingham County Court. Admiralty and Merchant 
Shipping by H. H.Sanperson, Solicitor. Sweet & Maxwell Ltd. Stevens 
and Sons; Ltd. 40s. net. 


Rent and Mortgage Interest Restriction.—Increase of Rent and 
Mortgage Interest. sing the Increase of Rent and Mortgage Interest 
(Restrictions) Act, 1920. Fully annotated. By the Editors of “ Law 
Notes.”’ Ninthedition. ‘*‘ Law Notes” Publishing Office. 3s. 6d. net. 


Trusts.—The Trustee’s Handbook. Extracted from ‘ Snell’s Principles 
of Equity,” “‘ Williams on Real Property,” etc. Sweet & Maxwell, Ltd. 
3s. 6d. net. 


International Law.—The Grotius Society Publications. Texts for 
Students of International Relations. No. 1.—Erasmus’ “ Jnstitutio Prin- 
cipis Christiani,” chapters iii-xi. Translated. With an Introduction by 
Percy ELttwoop Corpett, M.C., Fellow of All Souls, Oxford. Sweet and 
Maxwell, Ltd. 2s. 6d. net. No. 2.—Sully’s Grand Design of Henry IV. 
From the Memoirs of Maximilien de Béthune, Duc de Sully (1559-1641). 
With an Introduction by Davip Oaca, Fellow and Tutor of New College, 
Oxford. Sweet & Maxwell, Ltd. 2s. 6d. net. 

Almanack.—The New Hazell Annual and Almanack for 1922. By 
P. A. INcram, M.A., LL.D. 37th year of issue. Henry Frowde. Hodder 
and Stoughton. 5s. net. 





Mr. Ralph Vincent Bankes, K.C., the metropolitan police magistrate, of 
St. George’s-square, 8.W., who died on 26th October, a brother of Lord 
Justice Bankes, and a son of the late John Scott Bankes, of Soughton Hall, 
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‘CASES OF THE WEEK. 


Practice Note. 


Mr. Justice Astbury said on Wednesday that he desired it to be recorded 
that in future all applications to postpone the hearing of cases in his list 
must be made in Court before the case was in the day’s list, and that he 
would take no notice of consents to cases standing over signed by the 
solicitors to the parties which were left with his clerk. 


CASES OF LAST SITTINGS. 
Court of Appeal No. 2. 


EDWARDS v. METROPOLITAN WATER BOARD. 
22nd November. 


Pustic AuTHorrry—WateEr Boarp—Stratutory Dutry—Usr or Motor 
LogRY TO CONVEY Pirgs AND STtORES—RETURN JOURNEY WITH EMPTIES 
—‘ ACT DONE IN PURSUANCE OR EXECUTION OR INTENDED EXECUTION 
or ANY AcT oF PARLIAMENT OR OF ANY PuBiic Duty or AuTHorITY ’’— 
AcTION FoR NEGLIGENCE—LIMITATION OF TIME—METROPOLITAN WATER 
Act, 1902 (2 Edw. 7, c. 41), s. 1—Pusiic AuTHoriTIEs PRoTEcTION 
Act, 1893 (56 & 57 Vict. c. 61), s. 1. 


By s. 1 of the Public Authorities Protection Act, 1893, where any 
action is commenced against any person for “any act done in pursuance or 
execution or intended execution of any Act of Parliament, or of any public 
duly or authority, or in respect of any alleged neglect or default in the execution 
of any such Act, duty or authority . .. the action... shall not lie... 
unless it is commenced within six months next after the act, neglect, or default 
complained of...’ The defendants, the Metropolitan Water Board, 
were under a statutory duty under the Metropolis Water Act, 1902, to supply 
water within their area which was 550 square miles in extent in and around the 
Metropolis and to maintain the pipes necessary to convey that water in a proper 
sate for that purpose. The Water Board had a number of depots in their 
district and stores and materials for repairing extending and maintaining 
their main water pipes had to be supplied to and kept at those storage depots. 
Motor lorries were used by the board for the conveyance of stores and materials 
to the depots and to bring back empty casks and other receptacles in which the 
stores had been carried to the depots. On 17th September, 1919, the defendants 
sent a motor lorry laden with pipes from their depot at Battersea to their depot 
at Lea Bridge. After discharging the pipes there, certain empties were put 
on the lorry to be conveyed back to Battersea. On the return journey, laden 
with empties, the motor lorry ran into and injured the plaintiff, who on 7th 
June, 1920, commenced an action to recover damnges for the injury. 


Held (Younger, L.J., dissenting), that the use of the defendants’ motor 
lorry on the day in question was “ an act done in pursuance or execution or 
intended execution of’ their statutory duty or authority, and that as the action 
was not commenced within six months the defendants were protected by 8. 1 
of the Public Authorities Protection Act, 1893. 


Decision of Lush, J., (19 L.G.R. 566) affirmed. 


Appeal from the judgment of Lush, J. (supra). The plaintiff claimed 
damages for personal injuries sustained by being knocked down by a motor 
lorry which was being driven by one of the servants of the defendants, 
the Metropolitan Water Board. The defendants claimed the protection 
of s. 1 of the Public Authorities Protection Act, 1893, and relied on Clayton 
v. Pontypridd Urban District Council (1918, 1 K.B. 219). The defendants 
were under a statutory duty to supply water within their area, which was 
550 square miles in extent, in and around the Metropolis, and to maintain 
the pipes necessary to convey that water in a proper state for that purpose. 
The motor lorry which caused the plaintiff’s injuries was sent from a depot 
of the Water Board at Battersea with certain six-inch pipes to another 
depot of the defendants at Lea Bridge, and having arrived at the Lea 
Bridge depot and discharged the water pipes there, certain empties were 
put in the lorry, and then, so loaded, it returned to the place from whence 
it had started, and the accident to the plaintiff happened in the course of 
the return journey. The learned judge found that the pipes were being 
sent from Battersea to Lea Bridge for the direct purpose of enabling the 
Board to perform its statutory duties. It was proved that the Water 
Board had a number of depots in their district and stores and materials 
for repairing, extending and maintaining their main water pipes had to 
be supplied to and kept at those storage depots. Motor lorries were used 
by them for the conveyance of stores and materials to the depots and to 
bring back empties. The accident to the plaintiff occurred on 17th 
September, 1919, and the action to recover damages for the injury was 
commenced on 7th June, 1920. Section 1 of the Public Authorities Pro- 
tection Act, 1893, provides that where any “ action . . . iscommenced.. . 
4gainst any person for any act done in pursuance, or execution, or intended 
execution of any Act of Parliament, or of any public duty or authority, 
or in respect of any alleged neglect or default in the execution of any such 
Act, duty or authority, the following provisions shall have effect :—(a) The 
action . . . shall not be or be instituted unless it is commenced within 
six months next after the act, neglect, or default complained of .. .” 
Lash, J., held that the defendants were protected by the section because 
the journey of their motor lorry on the day of the accident was undertaken 





directly in pursuance or execution or intended execution of the defendants’ 
statutory duty and that there was no difference between the outward 
ota and the return journey, and that it was all one journey of the 
orry. He, accordingly, gave judgment for the defendants. The plaintiff 
appealed. 

Bankes, L.J., said that he had come to the conclusion that on the evidence 
the learned judge was justified in coming to the conclusion that the pipes 
were being taken from Battersea to Lea Bridge for the direct purpose of 
enabling the Board to perform its duties, and with regard to the return 
journey, there was no ground upon which it could be said that if a public 
authority, in direct pursuance of its duties under the Act of Parliament, 
sent out a motor lorry or any other vehicle with stores of any description 
to a particular point within its district, and the outward journey brought 
the authority within the protection of the statute the return journey was not 
equally protected because the outward journey and the return journey 
were only one journey. It could make no difference whether or not the 
return journey was performed empty or whether it was performed with 
empties. It clearly emerged from the decision in Bradford Corporation v. 
Myers (1916, 1 A.C. 242; 60 Sox.J. 74), that a Public Authority did not 
necessarily come within the protection of the statute because it was 
exercising an authority conferred upon it by statute, but it was necessary 
that the act which was said to be within the protection of the statute 
should be an act done in pursuance or execution or intended execution 
of any Act of Parliament or of any public duty or authority. The question 
was whether the particular act which was said to bring the authority 
within the protection of the statute, namely, the act of sending the lorry 
on the journey in question, was an act done in pursuance or execution or 
intended execution of an Act of Parliament under which the Water Board 
derived its powers and duties or in the execution of any public duty. Having 
regard to the various operations which were obviously necessary for the 
Water Board to perform its duties, Mr. Justice Lush was quite justified 
on the evidence in arriving at the conclusion which he did, It was im- 
possible to draw the line between the case of sending a motor expressly 
for the purpose of taking a pipe to a place where a burst had occurred 
and sending a motor with a number of pipes in order to replenish the store 
so that bursting mains, when they occurred, could be quickly repaired. 
In Bradford Corporation v. Myers (supra) the act complained of was done 
in the course of the performance by the corporation of a private contract 
for the supply of coke. The House of Lords drew a distinction between 
a direct exercise of a duty or a statutory power and the mere acting under 
statutory authority. If there was a duty arising from statute or the 
exercise of a public function there was a correlative right similarly arising. 
In the present case the dugy which the Water Board was performing in 
sending the pipes, for the necessary purpose of maintaining the store of 
pipes at convenient places had the correlative right of the inhabitants 
within their area of being supplied with a proper and sufficient supply of 
water. The appeal must be dismissed. 

Scrutron, L.J., concurred. The Act of 1893 superseded and codified 
a large number of clauses which at that time were found in the Acts of a 
large number of public bodies. But the statute itself was so framed that 
it was difficult, as was pointed out in the Bradford Corporation case (supra), 
to draw a distinction between the class of cases which came within its 
protection and the class which did not come within its protection, But 
in the Bradford Corporation case, a number of decisions of the Court of 
Appeal were referred to without disapproval. Following those decisions 
his lordship took the view that the defendants were acting in the execution 
of their statutory duty and were therefore protected. 

Younaenr, L.J., dissented. If the aécident had happened on the outward 
journey the Water Board would have been protected by the statute. But 
as it happened on the return journey that raised a much more difficult 
question. The burden was on the respondents to show that they were 
acting “ in direct execution of a statute or in the discharge of a public duty, 
or in the exercise of a public authority,” and they had failed to discharge 
that burden. The case was, therefore, within the*line referred to in the 
Bradford Corporation case (supra), a case which was not protected by the 
statute.—CounsEL: Shakespeare; O’Hagan. Sowicrtors: Pattinson & 
Brewer ; Walter Moon. 

{Reported by T. W. Morgan, Barrister-at-Law.] 


High Court—Chancery Division. 


HULLEY »v. SILVERSPRINGS BLEACHING AND DYEING CO. 
Eve, J. 2lst December. 

River PottvuTiox—Discuarce rrom Dyeworks—PrescrirTion—Lost 
Grant—Marriep Woman—Prescription Act, 1832 (2 & 3 Wm. 4, 
c. 71), s. 7—Rivers PottutTion PreveNnTION Act, 1876 (39 & 40 Vict., 
c. 75), 8. 4. 

In an action to restrain the pollution of a stream, the defendants claimed 
an easement by uninterrupted enjoyment as of right for upwards of twenty years. 
Held, that the defence failed, since the enjoyment was not as of right, nor 
certain and uniform, and was contrary to the provisions of the Rivers Pollution 

Prevention Act, 1876. 

Section 7 of the Prescription Act, 1832, does not apply to a feme covert 

married since 1882. 

This was an action for an injunction to restrain the defendants from 
polluting a stream. The writ was issued on 5th October, 1920. The 
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plaintiff was the owner of Pool Bank Mill near Congleton and situate on 
the banks of a natural stream known as Timbersbrook. The defendants 
were the owners of premises higher up the stream, where they carried on 
business as bleachers and dyers. The plaintiff alleged that the defendants 
had polluted the water flowing through their premises and thence to the 
plaintiff's property. The defence was that the defendants had an easement 
to pollute the stream under the doctrine of a lost grant or under the 
Prescription Act and alleged an uninterrupted enjoyment as of right for a 
period of upwards of twenty years. The plaintiff contended (inter alia) 
that the enjoyment had been interrupted by reason of the fact that one of 
the owners of the plaintiff's mill during the prescriptive period was a 
married woman, 

Eve, J., said the lady in question was married since the Married Women’s 
Property Act, 1882, and he did not think that s. 7 of the Prescription Act 
had any application in the case of a woman married since 1882. This 
conclusion was in accordance with the result arrived at in Lowe v. Fox 
(12 A.C. 206). From the facts established by the evidence, the following 
conclusions of law were to be deduced. The easement claimed had not 
been enjoyed as of right during the statutory period. It was impossible to 
hold on the evidence that the easement was ever enjoyed by the defendants 
“claiming right thereto.”” It was difficult to reconcile payments passing 
from the defendants to other riparian owners with a continuous assertion 
of a right to inflict the injury for which such payments were made and 
treated as compensation. The prescriptive right, if any, was a right to 
discharge the effluent from land belonging to the defendants’ predecessor 
in title in 1900 and not from the land purchased in 1901. The defendants 
had no right to bring the point of discharge to a spot 130 yards nearer to 
the plaintiff's boundary unless they were in a position to show that the 
change could not by any possibility affect the plaintiff. The onus of proving 
this rested on the defendants (McIntyre Brothers v. McGaim (1893, A.C. 
274, 277), and they had not discharged it. The evidence went to show 
that in the 130 yards sedimentation and oxygenation would have materially 
improved the effluent carried down to the plaintiff's land. The progressive 
increase in the plant in the defendants’ works and in the volume of water 
polluted was destructive of that certainty and uniformity essential for the 
measurement and determination of the uset by which the extent of the 
prescriptive right was to be ascertained, and in view of these increases it 
seemed that no prescriptive right to pollute could have been established 
even if all other difficulties had been overcome: Millington v. Griffiths 
(30 L.T. 65). The prescriptive easement claimed was contrary to the 
provisions of the Rivers Pollution Prevention Act, 1876. Each time the 
defendants caused or knowingly permitted to fall or flow into the brook any 
poisonous, noxious or polluting liquid proceefling from their works they 
were committing an offence under s. 4 of that Act. The words “ subject 
as in this Act mentioned ”’ in ss. 3 and 4, refer to the latter part of each 
section, and did not, as was urged on behalf of the defendants, qualify the 
first paragraph of the section by introducing into it the provisions of the 
Act relating to legal proceedings and make the offence incomplete unless 
and until an order has been made against the offender to abstain from the 
commission of the offence. The discharge constituted an offence unless the 
circumstances were brought within the second part of the section and the 
later sections dealing with legal proceedings and which were framed for 
cases where an offence had already been committed, could not be readi nto 
the section which created the offence. The evidence showed that the 
defendants had continually been committing offences against the Act—in 
other words, that the user on which they relied as establishing the easement 
was a user contrary to statute. A lost grant could not be presumed where 
such a grant would have been in contravention of a statute, and as title 
by prescription was founded on the presumption of a grant, if no grant 
could lawfully have been made no presumption of the kind could arise and 
the claim must fail: Neaverson v. Peterborough Rural Council (1902, 1 Ch. 
557). From these conclusions it followed that the defendants had failed 
in their defence, both on the facts and the law, and the plaintiff was entitled 
to the injunction claimed. There would be an inquiry as to damages, and 
the defendants would pay the costs down to and including the judgment. 
CounsEL : Courthope Wilson, K.C., and Abbott ; Gover, K.C., and Stafford 
Crossman. Sottcrrors : Williamson, Hill & Co. for H. E. Kay, Manchester ; 
G. F. Hudson, Matthews & Co, for H, L. & W. P. Reade, Congleton. 


[Reported by 8. E. WiL14Ms, Barrister-at-Law.) 
. Yr . , 
High Court—King’s Bench 
Division. 

DICKINSON v. BAINBRIDGE. Divisional Court. 4th November. 
FrrearMs—PossEssion WITHOUT CERTIFICATE—OFFICER oF Post OrFIcE— 

Firearms Act, 1920 (10 & 11 Geo. 5, c. 43) s. 1, (1), (8), (F). 

Under the provisions of the Firearms Act, 1920, an officer of the post office 
is not entitled to have a firearm in his possession without a certificate except 


when it is in the course of transmission through the post, or when he is authorised 
to have it in his possession in the course of his duties. 


This was a case stated by the justices for the County of Westmorland. 
The respondent was the postmaster of a sub-post office at Temple Sowerby, 
about six miles from Penrith, which was the post town. He also had a 
grocery business in Penrith. During the day he was in the habit of visiting 





and attending to the grocer’s shop, and in his absence his wife took charge 
of the post office, with the approval of the Post Office authorities. If sums 
of money amounting to over £20 were in the office the procedure was for 
him to remit them at night to Penrith, but he frequently had in his possession 
sums amounting to between £15 and £20, as well as unissued postal orders, 
On 21st February, 1921, the respondent had in his possession a revolver and 
some ammunition. The revolver had been in his possession for many 
years, but he had never been required or authorised to have in his possession 
any firearms or ammunition in the course of his duties. On 12th March 
an information was laid against him for being in possession of a firearm 
without a certificate in contravention of the provisions of the Firearms 
Act, 1920. The justices held that by reason ofs. 1 (8) (F), he was not required 
to hold a certificate and dismissed the information. The informant, the 
Superintendent of Police, appealed. On the hearing of the appeal, the re- 
spondent was not represented. By s. 1 of the Firearms Act, 1920, it is 
provided : **(1) A person shall not purchase, have in his possession, use, or 
carry any firearms or ammunition unless he holds a certificate (in this Act 
called a firearm certificate) granted under this section, and in force at the 
time . . . (8) If any person purchases, has in his possession, uses, 
or carries a firearm or ammunition without holding a firearm certificate 

oe he shall be liable in respect of each offence on summary con- 
viction to a fine not exceeding fifty pounds, or to imprisonment, with or 
without hard labour, for a term not exceeding three months, or to both 
such imprisonment and fine: provided that no offence under this section 
shall be deemed to be committed . . . (F) in the case of an officer 
of the Post Office by having in his possession, using, or carrying a firearm 
or ammunition when acting in the course of his duties; . . .” 

Sanxey, J., in the course of his judgment, said that the prohibition in 
8s. 1 of the Act was total. Were it not for the special exemption in s-s. (8) 
(F) an officer of the Post Office would, even when having a firearm in his 
possession without a certificate, during transmission through the post, 
be committing an offence. The words: “having in his possession” 
in s-s. (8) (F), however, covered a case of that sort. The words, “ when 
acting in the course of his duties’? meant when authorised to use or carry 
a firearm or ammunition in the course of his duties. There was no such 
authorisation in the present case. 

Branson, J. and Lord Treverarn, C.J., agreed, and the case was remitted 
to the justices.—CounsEL: Walter Frampton, and R. Bush James for the 
appellant. Soricrrors: Rooke & Sons for Arnison & Co., Penrith. 


[Reported by J. L. DENISON, Barrister-at-Law.] 








Correspondence. 


Was Jeffreys a Roman Catholic ? 


[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal and Weekly Reporter.] 


Sir,—May I recall you to the actualities of the point in question ? 

Your original statement (if words mean anything) was that Jeffreys 
obtained the Great Seal at the price of becoming a Roman Catholic. 

Asked for your authority, you produce none; you admit that he never 
openly became ‘‘an apostate” (rather a ;question-begging term), but 
suggest that he must have secretly done so, to retain office. 

My contention is that Jeffreys never became a Roman Catholic; that 
all that is known of his history negatives the suggestion ; and that James II, 
if he had wanted a Roman Catholic Chancellor, which is more than doubtful, 
could no¢ have had one in 1685, 

You refer me to “ Current Topics.” You seem there to give the question 
up as an unsolved enigma, This is a material departure from your original 
position. It would be hopeless to continue a serious historical discussion 
on these shifting lines. 

You volunteer, obiter, your belief that Jeffreys “is the only Recorder of 
London who ever has become either Chief Justice or Chancellor.”” Would 
you be surprised to hear that the list of City Recorders who became such 
includes the names (inter alios) of Coke, and Holt, and Lord Chancellor 
King? If your belief is at fault on a matter easily capable of verification, 
why should your readers attach more value to it on a somewhat speculative 
point ? 

9, Old Square, Lincoln’s Inn, W.C.2, 

9th January. 
P.S.—By the way, “‘ Protestant’ and “ Puritan” are not convertible 


terms. é 
W. D. T. 
[We are obliged to Mr. Digby Thurnam for his letters. Perhaps we can 
now allow Judge Jeffreys to return to such place in history as impartial 
historians give him.—Eb., S.J.] 


W. Diasy TaurNam. 





Lady Clara Chitty, widow of the late Sir Joseph Chitty, a Lord Justice 
of Appeal from 1897 till his death in February, 1899, died on the 6th inst. 
at her residence, 72, Onslow-gardens, South Kensington. Lady Chitty, 
who was in her 86th year, was the daughter of Sir Frederick Pollock, the 
first baronet. She married in 1858 Mr. J. W. Chitty, then a barrister of 
two years’ standing. Her second son, Mr. J. H. P. Chitty, is now Master 
of the Supreme Court, Chancery Division. 








Jan 
= 
| 


Sir,— 
costs in 
was ne’ 
been m: 
hardshi 
without 
the eve 


38 St 
tl 


Natio} 
The 
pursua 
They h 
Stock, 


The 
Si 
R 
B 
with } 
and re 
of an 
or adr 
in res) 
of the 
The 
and p 
The C 
in any 
The 
specif 
in re 


z.4 
Chan: 
Right 
of Ei 
the I 
Probs 
and ° 
Treas 
the § 
by ar 
that | 

1. 
Sch 
Court 
colun 

3 
or pe 
say :- 


me 





1922 
— 
: charge 
If sums 
was for 
ssession 
orders, 
ver and 
* many 
session 
March 
firearm 
rearms 
quired 
nt, the 
the re- 
0, it is 
use, or 
1is Act 
at the 
, uses, 
ificate 
y con- 
rith or 
» both 
ection 
officer 
irearm 


ion in 
-8. (8) 
in his 
post, 
ion” 
when 
carry 
» such 


nitted 
or the 


J 
treys 


lever 
. but 


that 
es II, 
tful, 


stion 
ginal 
ssion 


er of 
ould 
such 
ellor 
tion, 
itive 


M. 


tible 
’. 


can 
rtial 


tice 
nst. 
itty, 
the 
r of 
ster 





Jan. 14, 1922 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & WEEKLY REPORTER. 


[Vo.. 66.] 197 








—_—— 
—_—_——- 


Crown Procedure. 


[T'o the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal and Weekly Reporter.] 

Sir,—Would it not be well for the Crown to be occasionally liable in 
costs in cases where a prosecution fails? At one time the King’s Proctor 
was never liable in costs where his intervention failed ; but since he has 
been made liable he has intervened much less frequently than before. The 
hardship of an innocent man prosecuted without due care is quite sufficient 
without being heavily mulcted in costs which in all other litigation “follow 
the event,” 


38 St. John’s Wood Park, N.W.S8. 
7th January. 
[See under “Current Topics.” —Ep. S.J.] 


E. 8S. P. Haynes. 








New Orders, &c. 


Treasury Order. 
NOTICE, 

NationaL Dest anp Locat Loans Act, 1887 (50 & 51 Vict., c. 16). 
The Lords Commissioners of His Majesty’s Treasury give notice that, 
pursuant to Section 13 (5) of the National Debt and Local Loans Act, 1887, 
They have directed the creation of £2,150,000 Local Loans Three per cent, 
Stock, which Stock has been issued to the National Debt Commissioners, 

Gazette, 6th January. 


Lunacy Commission. 


The Minister of Health has appointed a committee consisting of :— 

Sir Cyril Cobb (Chairman), 

R. P. Smith, Esq., M.D., F.R.C.P., 

Bedford Pierce, Esq., M.D., F.R.C.P., 
with Mr. P. Barter, of the Ministry of Health, as secretary, “ to investigate 
and report on the charges made by Dr. Lomax in his book ‘ The Experiences 
of an Asylum Doctor,’ and to make recommendations as to any medical 
or administrative improvements which may be necessary and practicable 
in respect of the matters referred to by Dr. Lomax without amendment 


5] 


of the existing Lunacy Laws.’ ; 

The Committee will ordinarily hear evidence in public, and the time 
and place of meetings for this purpose will be announced in the press. 
The Committee will, however, reserve the right to hear evidence in private 
in any case where they consider such a course desirable. 

The Committee willhear such evidence asis necessary for the investigation 
specified in the terms of reference ; and cannot undertake to hear evidence 
in regard to the amendment of the existing Lunacy Laws, 





Supreme Court, England. 
FEES, 
THE SUPREME COURT FEES ORDER, 1922. 
Dated 19th December, 1921. 


I, the Right Honourable Frederick Viscount Birkenhead, Lord High 
Chancellor of Great Britain, by and with the advice and consent of the 
Right Honourable Alfred Tristram Baron Trevethin, Lord Chief Justice 
of England, the Right Honourable William Baron Sterndale, Master of 
the Rolls, and the Right Honourable Sir Henry Duke, President of the 
Probate, Divorce and Admiralty Division of the High Court of Justice, 
and with the concurrence of the Lords Commissioners of His Majesty’s 
Treasury, do hereby in pursuance of the powers conferred upon me by 
the Supreme Court of Judicature Act, 1875 (38-9 V. c. 77), as amended 
by any subsequent enactment and of every other power enabling me in 
that behalf, order and direct as follows :— 

1. The fees and percentages set out in the second column of the First 
Schedule to this Order shall be taken in the Supreme Court and in any 
Court created by any commission in respect of the items set out in the first 
column of the said Schedule. 

2. The provisions of this Order shall not apply to or affect any fees 
or percentages taken in respect of any of the matters following, that is to 
say : 





i. Non-contentious probe te business ; 
ii. Any appeal in bankruptcy ; 
iii. Any proceeding in the Lunacy or Companies Winding Up Depart- 
ments of the Supreme Court ; 


v. Any criminal proceeding (except any proceeding on the Crown side 
of the King’s Bench Division to which the scale contained in the said 
Schedule is applicable) ; 

vi. Any proceeding by any sheriff, under-sheriff, deputy-sheriff, of 

other officer of the sheriff ; 
or any fee or percentage due or payable at or before the commencement 
of this Order. 
3. If any question arises as to which of the fees in the First Schedule 
is applicable in any particular case, or as to which document is to be 
stamped, or as to whether the stamp is to be impressed or adhesive, that 
question shall be determined, where the matter arises in respect of any 
fee payable in the Probate, Divorce and Admiralty Division, by the Senior 
Registrar of that Division, where it arises in respect of any fee payable 
in the Pay Office, by the Assistant Paymaster-General, or where it arises 
elsewhere, by the King’s Remembrancer. 

4, Where it appears to the Lord Chancellor that the payment of any 
fee specified in the First Schedule to this Order would, owing to the 
exceptional circumstances of the particular case, involve undue hardship, 
the Lord Chancellor may, with the concurrence of the Treasury, reduce 
or remit the fee in that particular case. 

5. Where by any convention entered into by His Majesty with any 
Foreign Power it is provided that no fee shall be required to be paid in 
respect of any proceedings, the fees specified in the First Schedule hereto 
shall not be taken in respect of those proceedings. 

6. The Orders described in the first column of the first part of the 
Second Schedule to this Order are hereby annulled to the extent mentioned 
in the second column. 

And We, being two of the Lords Commissioners of His Majesty’s Treasury, 
by virtue of the power conferred upon us by the hereinbefore mentioned 
Acts and every other power enabling us in that behalf, concur in the fore- 
going provisions of this Order, and do further, in pursuance of the powers 
conferred upon us by the Public Offices Fees Act, 1879 (42-3 V. c. 58), 
and every other power enabling us in that behalf, and with the concurrence 
of the Lord Chancellor order and direct as follows :— 

7. The following provisions shall apply in respect of the proceedings 
set out in the first column of the First Schedule to this Order, except where 
such proceedings take place in a District Registry :— 

(1) The fees to be taken in accordance with the provisions of this 
Order shall be taken by stamps. 

(2) The stamps used for denoting the said fees shall be of the character, 
and be applied or otherwise dealt with in the manner prescribed in the 
third and fourth columns of the First Schedule to this Order. 

(3) Any adhesive stamp shall be cancelled by the proper Officer of 
the Supreme Court in manner following, that is to say, every such stamp 
shall be defaced in indelible ink by a hand stamp bearing the word 
** Cancelled ’’ and the date of cancelling. 

8. The provisions of the last preceding paragraph shall apply to pro- 
ceedings in the Liverpool, Manchester and Ipswich District Registries of 
the High Court : 

Provided that in the said Ipswich District Registry, where in accordance 
with the provisions of the First Schedule an impressed stamp is required 
to be used, an adhesive stamp shall be used. 

9. In the District Registries of the High Court other than the said 
Liverpool, Manchester and Ipswich District Registries, the fees to be taken 
in accordance with this Order shall be taken in cash. 

10. The Orders described in thé second part of the Second Schedule to 
this Order are hereby annulled. 

11. This Order may be cited as the Supreme Court Fees Order, 1922, 
and shall come into operation on the 11th day of January, 1922. 

Dated the 19th day of December, 1921. 

Birkenhead, C. : 

Trevethin, C.J. 

Sterndale, M.R. 

Henry E. Duke, P. 

J. Towyn Jones | Lords Commissioners of 
James Parker ) His Majesty’s Treasury. 





Schedule I. 
ScHEDULE oF FEEs, 


Section I. 
Section IT. a ~ 
Section III. - a 
Section IV. 9» pa 


Fees payable in every Division of the High Court. 
in the Chancery Division. 
in the King’s Bench Division. 
in the Probate, Divorce and Admiralty Division : 
(A) Probate and Divorce. 
(B) Admiralty. 
on references to an Official Referee. 
in the Court of Appeal. 
on filing documents; on searches for and 
inspections of documents; and for copies 
of documents. 
in the Pay Office. 
on the taxation of Costs. 
miscellaneous Fees. 


Section V. “ o 
Section VI. o ” 
Section VII. _,, ~ 


Section VIII. ” ” 
Section IX. 99 ” 
Section X, *” ” 





iv. The enrolment of any document ; 


2S a ae 
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An order or rule referred to by number means the Order or Rule so numbered 
in the Rules of the Supreme Court. 
A folio means a folio of 72 words. 

N.B,—Where the character of the stamp to {be used is not expressly 
mentioned in the fourth colamn, the stamp may either be impressed 
or adhesive. 

SECTION I. 


Fees PAYABLE IN EVERY DtvisIon or THE Hicu Court. 


Second | Fourth 
Column, 


Third Column, 


Character 
of Stamp. 


f First Column. ' 
| Column. 





{ — le 


| Fee Document to 
; be Stamped. 





Item. 





On the commencement of a £ a. d. 

Cause or Matter. 

1. On sealing a writ of summons | 1 10 

for the commencement of an 

action and filing a copy 
thereof. 

2, On sealing an originating sum- 
mons-— 

(a) under the Solicitors Act, 
1843 for delivery of a 
bill of costs or taxation 
of a bill within 12 months | 
after delivery. 

(6) for a writ of habeas | 
corpus in respect of an | 
infant. | 

(c) for bail. 
and filing a copy thereof | 0 10 0| The filed copy 

. On sealing any other originating | 1 10 0) The filed copy 
summons and filing a copy 
thereof, 

4. On sealing a concurrent or| 0 5 ( 
renewed writ of summons or 
a concurrent originating | 
summons, 

. On sealing an amended writ of | 0 5 ¢ 
summons or an amended | 
originating summons and 
filing a copy thereof, 

6, On presenting an originating| 1 10 ¢ 

petition (except petitions in 
Divorce but including | 
petitions of Right) and filing | 
the same. 

For the fee payable on filing a | 
petition in Divorce: see Fee | 
No. 76. 


0| The filed copy | Impressed. 





Impressed. 
Impressed. 


x 


The precipe Impressed. 


The filed copy | Adhesive. 
or the precipe 


The petition ., | Impressed, 


7. On filing an originating notice | 2 0 ©| The notice of Impressed. 
of motion. motion. 
Note.—No “ setting down ’”’ 
fee is payable on an 
originating motion: see 
Fee No. 28. 
8. On amending an originating 10 5 0 The amended Impressed. 
petition or an originating | notice. 
notice of motion. 
9. On an originating ex parte | 
application— 
(a) if made in Court oth @-@ \ The affidavit 
(b) if made in Chambers ..| 010 0 | J filed in sup- 
Where the applicant is port of the 
directed to issue an application. 
originating summons, credit | Note. — The | 
for the fee paid on the ex affidavit must 
parte application is to be also be 
given against the fee payable } stamped with 
on the summons. the appro- 
| priate filing 
| fee. See Fees 
| | No. 86 of 101. 
On Appearance 8. } 
10, On entering an appearance :— 
for each person * ‘ 0 2 6) The memo- | Impressed, 
| randum 
11. On amending the same ae | 0 2 6) The precipe Impressed, 
| 


On Interlocutory Applications, &c. | 
12. On sealing a summons (in-| 0 5 0} Thesummons 
cluding a summons for | or notice. 


Adhesive. 


directions) or a notice under 
OrderX XX, Rule5, and filing 
the same or a copy thereof. 
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Section I—continued. 





First Column. 


Item. | Fee, 

ee a r £ 8. 

13. On filing a notice of motion 0 10 
(except a case of motion for 
judgment) or a case on 
motion where no notice is 
filed. 

14. On sealing a notice under 0 10 
Order XVI, Rules 48 or 55, 
and filing a copy thereof. 

15. On bespeaking a request for 1 0 
the service of process or 
notice thereof out of the 
jurisdiction. 

16. On sealing a commission or | 0 
letter of request for the exam- 
ination of witnesses abroad. 

17. On the examination of a 
witness before an officer of 
the Court (including the 
examination of a judgment 
debtor under Order XLII, 

Rule 32). 

Note.—This fee does not 
apply to an examination 
before an Examiner of the 
Court. 

For each hour or part ofan 0 10 
hour, Where the officer is 
required to take the exam- 
ination away from his oitice 
his reasonable travelling and 
other expenses are also 
payable. 

18. On an application for copies of 0 5 
the notes of a Judge for the 
use of the Court of Appeal. 

For the fee payable for the 


copies : see Fee No. 107. 


On Orders made in Chambers. 
19. On entering or sealing an order 
made in Chambers :— 

(a) As to the proceed- 
ings in a cause or | 
matter (including ! 
orders for amend- 
ment and orders 
made under Order {| 0 5 
X or Order XI) 

(6) under Order XLV 
,or Rule 1 of Order 
XLVI a 

20. On entering or sealing any | 0 10 
other order made = in 
Chambers, 


21. On sealing a note or memo-| 0 3 
randum of an order signed 
by a Judge, Registrar, 
Master, or District Registrar, 
when no order is drawn up. 


On entering or setting down for trial 

or hearing in Court. 

22. On filing a notice of motionfor| 1 0 
judgment and setting the 
action down for hearing in 
Court. 

23. On entering a cause for trial] 1 0 
pursuant to an order under 
Order XIV, Rule 86. 

24. On entering or setting downa|1 0 
Probate action as a short 


~ 


cause. 
25. On adjourning an originating | 2 0 
summons from Chambers 


into Court. 
26. On filing a special case under| 2 0 
Order XXXIV and setting 
it down for hearing in Court. 





| Second 
Column. 


Third Column. Fourth 
Column. 


Document to 
be Stamped. 


Character 
of Stamp. 


d. 
0. The filed notice Adhesive: 
or case, 


0| The filed copy.. | Adhesive. 


| 
0| The precipe. 


| 
0 The precipe. 


0) The order Adhesive. 


| 


0) The application | Impressed. 


| 
| 
| 


| 
! »In the Chan- 
cery and 
King’s 
Bench 
Divisions 
and in Ad- 
miralty :— 
0} the order, 
In Probate 
} and  Div- 
} orce :— the 
| summons 
0) or applica- 
| tion on 
| which the 
\ order is 
made. 
0; The note or 
| memorandum 








0| The filed notice. 
0 | The order or the 
filed copy of 
the pleadings. 


0| The precipe .. | Adhesive. 


0| The summons | Impressed. 
| or the sealed | 
| copy thereof. 

0| The preeipe. 
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Section I—continued. 


First Column. 


Item. 


27. On entering or setting down a 
matrimonial cause for hear- 
ing in the undefended list. 


28. On entering or setting down | 
any other cause or matter | 
for trial or hearing or further | 


consideration in Court except 
in cases :— 

(a) where it is otherwise 
previded by _ this 
Schedule. 

(6) where fee No. 7 or fee 
No. 40 has been paid. 


On judgments, decrees and orders 
given, directed, or made in Court. 


29. On entering or sealing a judg- 
ment, decree, or order given, 
directed or made on the trial 
or hearing or further con- 
sideration of a cause or 
matter in Court. 

And if the trial or hearing 
or further consideration 
lasted more than five hours 
for each additional period of 
five hours or part thereof a 
further fee of 

Note.—This fee is payable 
where a final judgment, 
decree or order is made by 
consent on the hearing of an 


interlocutory application ; 
but in such case no} 
“setting down” fee is 
payable. 


Where this fee has been 
paid on a decree nisi in a 
matrimonial cause, no 
further fee is payable on the 
decree absolute. 

30. On entering or sealing an order 
made in Court for security 
for costs. 

3l. On entering or sealing any 
other order made in Court. 


On judgments other than judgments 
given or directed in Court. 


32. On entering or sealing a 
judgment pursuant to 
(4) an order made in 
chambers. ) 
(6) an order certificate 
or award of an 
Official Referee. 

33. On entering or sealing a 
judgment in default without 
an order 

(a) if the judgment does 
not exceed 50l. 
(5) in all other cases. 

34. On entering or sealing a 
judgment pursuant to the 
certificate or award of a 
Special Referee. 


On Writs (see also Fees No. 70 
and 139). 


35. On sealing a writ of subpena 
ad testificandum or duces 
tecum— 

for each witness .. 


36. On sealing a writ of execution 








Second | ,»,- , Fourth 
Column. Third Column. Column. 
Document to Character 


be Stamped. | of Stamp. 


| Fee. 


£se.d 
2 0 O|The precipe Impressed, 
| 3 0 O|The precipe or | Impressed. 


the filed copy 
of the plead- | 


ings. 


2 0 0 

| 

} 

| 

Da 

3.0 «0 

| In the Chan- 

} cery and 
King’s 


Bench 
Divisions 
and in Ad- 
miralty : 
the judg- 
ment, de- 
cree or 
order. 
In Probate | 
and _—CDiv- | 
orce :— the | 
precipe. | 





010 O 








~-1'010 0 
| | 
| | | 
| 
‘The judg. | 
010 0 ment. ~ 
1 0 0 
> 0 0 


The precipe. 








The precipe. | 


10. 


41. 


a 
te 


| 43. 


~ 


44, 


. On presenting a petition of 


. On entering an order of course 
. On presenting a petition in a 


2. On filing a notice of appeal to 


. Ona sale of 


SECTION II. 


FEES PAYABLE IN 
First Column. 


Item. 


course and filing the same. 


cause or matter (other than 
a petition of course) and 
filing the same. 
On amending the same ? 
On answering a _ petition 
(whether originating or in a 
cause or matter). 

Note.—No “‘ setting down ” 
fee is payable where this fee 
is paid : see Fee No, 28. 

On filing pursuant to a statute, 
a special case or a scheme. 


the High Court and setting 
the appeal down for hearing. 
On filing a memorandum of 
service of notice of judgment 
On sealing a notice for atten- 
dance at Chambers on an 
originating summons to 
which an appearance has 
been entered and filing the 
same or a copy thereof. 


(a) any lands or heredita- | 
ments or 
(6) any business (including 
the goodwill thereof) or 
(c) any chattels 
confirmed or approved by 
order or certificate 
for every 1001. or 
fraction of 1001. of 
the price up to 
300,0007. 
and for every 1LO0l. 
or fraction of L001. 
thereof above 
300,000. 

For the purpose of cal- 
culating the amount of this 
fee any sum payable out of 
the price to a mortgagee or 
other person entitled to a 
charge estate or interest on 
or in the property sold, who 
though consenting to or 
concurring in the sale is not 
a party to or bound by the 
proceedings is to be deducted 
from the price. 

If the property sold or any 
part thereof is included in a 
certificate on which fee No. 
19 has been paid, credit for 
the fee so paid in respect 
thereof is to be given against 
this fee. 

If for any after 
payment of this fee the sale 
is not completed and the 
property is subsequently 
sold in the same cause or 
matter to another purchaser, 
credit is to be given for the 
fee already paid on _ the 
abortive sale against the fee 
payable on the completed 
sale; but in no case is any 
part of the fee paid on the 
abortive sale to be repaid. | 











reason 


THE CHANCERY DIVISION, 


Second 
Column. 


Third Column. Fourth 

Column. 
Character 
of Stamp. 


Document to be 
Stamped. 


0 10 0. The petition. 


0 10 0} The order, 
L O 0) The petition. 


0 5 O| The petition. 


1 0 0} The petition. 
1 0 0; The special case | Impressed, 
or scheme. 
2 0 O| The notice of 
appeal, 
0 10 0| The memoran- | Adhesive, 
dum. 
0 5 0 The notice or | Adhesive. 
the filed copy 
thereof. 
| 
0 4 0 
The order o1 
- certificate. 
0 2 0 
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Section II 


continued. 





First Column. 


Item. 


1 46. On a mortgage of: 
; (a) any lands or heredita- 
G ments, or 
(5) any bu iness (including 
the goodwill thereof), or 
i (c) any chattels 


confirmed 
order or certificate 

for every LOOL. or fraction 
of 1001. of the 
money up to 300,000. 

and for every 1001. or 
fraction of 1001. thereof 
above 300.0001. 

If the property mortgaged 
(or any part thereof) is in 
cluded in a certificate on 


or approved by 


mortgage 


which fee No. 49 has been 
paid credit for the fee so 
paid in respect thereof is 


to be given against this fee. 

47. On a purchase of : 

(a) any lands or 
ments, or 


heredita 


(including 
thereof), o1 


(6) any business 
the goodwill 
(c) any chattels 


confirmed or approved by 


order or certificate 

for every 1001. of the 
purchase money up to 
300 0001 

and for every 100/. or 
fraction of 1001. thereof 
above 300.0007. 

Purchase money’ which 
represents the proceeds of a 
sale on which fee No. 45 has 
been paid is exempt from 
the payment of this fee. If 
the purchase money is in 
cluded in a certificate on 
which fee No, 49 has been 
paid, credit for the fee s¢ 


paid in respect thereof is to 
gainst this fee. 


48 On a partition or exchange of 
any lands or hereditaments 


be given a 


confirmed or approved by 
order or certificat« 
For 1oo/, 
the property so partitioned 

or exchanged. 
£9, On ascertaining pursuant to an 
order, the value 


of : 


every value of 


tmount or 
a) the real or outstand- 
ing or undisposed of 
estate of a 
dec case d person, or 
(6) any property subject 
to a trust, or 
(ce) any partnership 
assets 
for every 1001. or frac 
tion of 1001. of the 
amount or value 
thereof up to 
300.0007, 
and for every 100/. 
or fraction of 
1001. thereof 
300.0001, 
The amount on which this 
payable shall not 


personal 


above 


fee is 
include : 
(a) any outstanding debts 
believed to be bad or 
irrecoverable ; 


Second 


Column. 


Document to 
» Stamped. 


y ra 
Fee. be 


Third Column, 


Fourth 
Column. 


First Column. 


SECTION 


IIl—continued. 
Second 


: Third Column. 
Column. 





Character 
of Stamp. 


0 t 0 
| Th order ot 


Oo 4 1) 
TI 


0 2 


The 


0 4 0 


certificate. 


51. 


ie order or 


certificate, 
0 


order or 


certificate, 


_ The 


cate, 


56. 


certifi- 


. On 


» On 


. On 


. On a 


Item. 


on which 
has been 


(6) any sum 
fee No. 45 
paid ; 

but shall include all sums 
paid after the commence- 
ment of the proceedings to 
creditors or to persons bene- 
ficially interested. 


On taking an account of 
monies received by a person 
liable to account for the 
same— 


for every 100. or fraction 


of 1001. of the monies 
received, 

Monies on which Fees 

No. 49 or 51 have been 


paid are exempt from pay- 
ment of this fee. 
On taking an account of 
monies due to any person 
for every 1001. or fraction 
of 1001. of the amount 
found due. 
And if on taking 
account nothing 
due. 

Monies on which 
No. 50 has been paid are 
exempt from payment of 
this fee. 


such an 


2. On an inquiry as to damages 


for every 1001. or fraction of 
1001. of the amount 
certified. | 
On an inquiry to ascertain the 
person or persons interested 
in any property : 
for every 1001. or fraction 
of 1001. of the value of 
the property up to 
300.0007, 
for every 1001. or fraction 
of 1001. above 300,000/. 
an inquiry as to the 
creditors of a company in 


proceedings for the reduction | 


of its capital or the altera- | 
tion of its memorandum, 


. On settling a scheme for the 


management of a charity. 
On settling any other scheme 


On every certificate of a 
Master or a District 
Legistrar, j 
Note.—This fee is pay- 
able in addition to the 
percentage fees prescribed 
above. 
signing, settling, or 
approving an advertisement. | 
settling a lodgment 
schedule for payment into | 
Court of purchase money or 
a balance of account. 


. On referring a bill of costs to a | 


Taxing Master from Cham- 
bers without an order. 
On assessing costs for every 21. | 
or fraction thereof allowed. 
reference to the Con- 
Counsel of the 


veyancing 
Court. 


2. On settling a deed or other 


instrument or particulars or | 
conditions of sale, 


is found 


Document to be 


Fourth 
Column, 


Character 


Fee. Stamped. of Stamp. 
[£ s —_ >. si ——— 7" “2 
| 
| 
| 0 2 O| The certiiicate. 
ey 


0 | 
The _ certifi- | 


cate. | 





> @& © 
| 
0 2 O, The certificate. | 
| 
| 
020 
The  certifi- | 
cate, 
0 1 O 
5 0 O The certificate. 
The _ certifi- 
cate, or if | 
2 00 there is no | 
certificate | 
5 0 0 the order | 
confirming | 
the scheme. 
‘ 
010 0 The certificate. | 
| 
| 
010 O The draft ad. | 
vertisement, 
0 5 O The schedule. | 
0 5 O. The reference. 
0 1 O. The bill of costs. 
| 
0 10 O| The reference. 
} } 
1 O O} The draft. 
} 





66. O 


67. O 


68. © 


69. C 


71. ¢ 


72. 





i 


ourth 
umn, 
—$$_—__ 
iracter 
stamp, 
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Section II—continued. 


First Column. 


| Second 
Column. 


Third Column, 


Fourth 
Column. 


Secrion IV 
Second | 
| Column, 


First Column, 





Item. 


63. On settling a recognisance or | 


bond where amount 
security exceeds 2001. 

On settling an undertaking in 
lieu of a recognisance or 
bond. 

61. On fixing the reserve on a sale 
out of Court. 

65. On a certificate of attendance 
to receive mortgage money. 
Note.—If for any reason any 

account or inquiry is not 
completed the party con- 
ducting the proceedings 
shall pay such fee as the 
Judge may direct. 


of | 





Document to be 





Fee. Stamped. 
& d. 
10 The 


0 OU 


5 0 





SECTION III. 


bond 
under- 

taking. 
The 


reserve, 


recog- 


or 


original 


The certificate, 


Fees PAYABLE IN THE KinG’s Bencu Division. 


| 


nisance| 


Character 
of Stamp. 





66. On filing :— 
(a) a notice of appeal to 
the High Court 
or 
(b). a special case pursuant 
to a Statute or the 
Common Law 
and setting down the 
appeal or special case for 
hearing. 


67. 


~ 


} 
| £ 


On an application by a Justice | 
of the Peace (other than a | 


Metropolitan Police Magis- | 


trate or a Stipendiary Magis- 
trate) to take the oath of 
allegiance and judicial oath. 

On sealing a notice of appeal 
from a Master or District 
Registrar to a Judge in 
Chambers, 

On a reference to a Master or 


68. 


69. 


— 


District Registrar (including | 


the taking of an account) 
for every hour or part of 
an hour. 
On sealing a writ of mandamus 
On sealing any other preroga- 
tive writ. 


70. 


SECT 


Fees PAYABLE IN THE PROBATE, 


bo 


bo 


_ 


0 


I 


or 


s. a 
0 O| The notice 
special case. 

0 0; The oath. 

5 0} The notice. 

0 O The precipe. 

0 O| )m eae 
10 Ol fF rhe precipe. 
IN IV. 


Divorce AND ADMIRALTY DIVISION. 





(A) ProBaTe AND Divorce 
Fres. 


Probate. 

71. On sealing a subposna under 
Court of Probate Act, 1858, 
Section 23. 

72. On depositing a script or other 
document in the Probate 

Legistry 
for each additional script 
or document deposited 
at the same time, 
On a receipt for documents 
delivered out of the Probate 


Registry. 
73. On settling and sealing a 
citation 


74. On filing a notice of appeal to 
the High Court and setting 
the appeal down for hearing. 





e. a} 
| 
| 

10 0} 
} 

5 0 
| 

1 0O 
| 

5 (0 

10 


0 





The pracipe. 


The 


preecipe 


or affidavit 
of scripts. 


The precipe. 


| 
0 0O| The notice 


appeal, 


of 





Adhesive. 


Adhesive. 


79. 


80. 


81. 


83. 


ow 


Ss 


& 


88. 


5. 


. On 


Item. 


On taking an account of an 
administrator and receiver 
pendente lite or other person 
liable to account :— 

for every 100. or fraction 
of 1001. received with- 
out deducting any pay- 
ments, 


Divorce. 


. On filing a petition .. 


On amending the same 


7. On filing a notice of appeal to 


the Divisional Court and 
setting down the appeal for 
hearing. 


. On settling questions for the 


jury .. =e ee 


PROBATE AND DIVORCE. 
On an appointment before a 
Registrar (except the hearing 
of a summons or motion) : 
for every hour or part of 
an hour 
On signing settling or approv- 
ing an advertisement. 
On filing 
(a) the certificate 
Registrar. 
(6) the minute of a Registrar 
sealing any document, 
unless otherwise provided 


of a 


(B) Apmrratty FEEs. 
In the Admiralty Registry. 
On filing a notice of appeal to 
the High Court and setting 
down the appeal for hearing. 


. On filing 


(a) a notice under Orde 
XXIX, Rules 2, 8, or 
12. 

(6) an agreement under 


Order LII, Rule 23. 
(c) an admission of liability 


5. On filing a notice under Order 


LX VII, Rule 10. 


}. On filing any other document 


. On writing for the attendance 


of Trinity Masters or other 
assessors, 

On entering a reference 

hearing by the Registrar. 

(a) in a default action 

(6) in all other cases ae 

On the hearing of the refer- 
ence (except in a default 
action) such fee the 
tegistrar may consider 
reasonable having regard 
to the length and import- 
ance of the reference. 

If the reference occupies 
more than one day, for 
each additional day or part 
thereof a further fee not 
exceeding. 

If the reference is heard with 
merchants, such further 
fee for each merchant as 
the Registrar may con- 
sider reasonable, 

On filing (except in a default 
action) the Registrar's 
Report : 

(a) If the amount allowed 
is less than 2,0001, 
b) Inallothercases .. 


for 


as 


Fee. 


0 10 
0 5 
0 10 


0 10 


lL O 


010 


0 5 


10 0 


continued, 


Fourth 





Third Column, | Column. 
Document to be | Character 
Stamped. of Stamp. 
i 
d 
0. The account. 
| | The pe 
o| 5 1e petition, 
0| The notice of 
appeal, 
0| The draft ques- 
tions, 
rf 
0 The precipe. 


0| The draft ad 
vertisemenf. 


0| The certificate. 


0 | The minute. 
(| The precipe. 


0; The notice of 


appeal 


The notice or 
agreement ol! 
admission, 





1 O O The notice. 
0 5 © The filed docu- 
ment. 
010 © Theprecipe ., Lmpressec 
010 0 
1 0 0 
From 
220 
to > The precipe. Impressed. 
115 0 
J 
115 O 
. The precipe. 
1 0 0\ | 
The report 
20 ol} | 
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90. 


92. 


93. 


89. 


. On the deli. ery 


Section 1V—continued. 


First Column. 


Item. 


Inthe Marshal's Office. | 


On lodging with the Marshal a 


warrant, release, 


order, commission, or other 


instrument under Order 


LXVII, Rule 10. 


Onthe appointment and swear- 
ing of appraisers. 


of a ship or 
goods to a purchaser. 


On the sale of a ship or goods : 
for every 1001. or fraction of 
1001. of the price. 


For attending the discharge of 
a cargo or the removal of a 
ship or goods. 

And if the discharge or 
removal occupies more than 
one day for each additional 
day, a further fee of. 


In addition to the above fees, the 
following fees are also payable : 
(a) where a ship or cargo is in 


the custody of the Marshal 
the reasonable expenses of 
a ship keeper per day. 


(b) where the Marshal (or his 


94. On 


95. 


,.— 


On 


deputy) is required for the 
purpose of discharging his 
duty to travel more than 


five miles from his office, | 


his reasonable expenses for 
travelling and subsistence. 


| 


decree, | 


Fee. 
£8 
2 0 
1 0 
2? 0 
l 0 
2 0 
3 0 


Second 
Column. 





Third Column. 


Document to be 
Stamped. 


| 
0| The precipe. 


0| The certificate 


of appraise- 
ment. 
0} The account 
sales, 
0| The account 
| gales, 
| 
0} 
| The Marshal's 
0 | certificate 


f of execu- 
tion, 


SECTION V. 


Fees PAYABLE ON REFERENCES TO AN OFFICIAL REFEREE, 


entering a reference for 


hearing 


the hearing of 
reference :— 
for every day or part of a day 

And if the hearing is in the 
country, subsistence allow- 
ances for the Referce and his 
Clerk at the rate of 21. and 1. 
respectively for each night 
they are absent from London 
and their reasonable travel 
ling expenses are also pay 
able. 

The fees, allowances, and 
expenses specified in this iten 
shall be payable in advance 
by the party having the 
con7uct of the case from day 
day to day as the 
proceeds. 


Case 


(a) On a certificate of an 
Oflicial Referee 


(b) On a report or award of 
an Official Referee. 


the 


£ «@ 
20 


5 0 


1 Ov 


a.| 
0| The precipe 
| 


0| The pracipe ,. 





| 


0| The certificate. 
| Note—T h e 
amount shall | 
be noted on | 
every office 
copy of} 
certificate. 
0| The report 
award. 


| 
| 


| 
or 


(To be continued.) 


Fourth 
Column. 





Character 
of Stamp. 


Impressed. 


Impressed, 


Impressed. 


Impreased. 


Impressed, 


Impressed. 


Societies. 
Gray’s Inn Moot Society. 


A Moot will be held in Gray’s Inn Hall, on Monday, the 16th of January, 
1922, at 8.15 p.m., before J. B. Matthews, Esq., K.C. 

A house (not within the Increase of Rent, &c., Act) is demised by A for 
a term of years to B who sublets to C from year to year, but subject to 
the determination of his own interest. Upon the expiration of B’s lease 
C refuses to quit and holds over against the will of B. B does no act to 
recognize such holding over, which is entirely wrongful on C’s part. A does 
not take proceedings to eject C, but brings an action against B for use 
and occupation. 

According to the text books B is liable to A for use and occupation so 
long as C continues to hold over. 

Isthis doctrine sound ? Ought the Court of Appeal to affirm the doctrine, 
in view of the nature and essentials of the action for use and occupation 
as explained by Lord Atkinson in A.-G.v. De Keyser’s Hotel (1920, A.C. 508) ? 
Or would not the Court of Appeal overrule or refuse to follow such authorities 
and hold that A’s true and only remedy against B is an action for damages 
for breach of B’s obligation to give him possession of the house on the 
expiration of the lease ? 

Authorities :—Harding v. Crethorn, 1 Esp. 57; Ibbs v. Richardsun, 9 Ad. 
and E. 849; Christy v. Tancred, 7 M. and W. 127; 9 M. and W. 438 ; 
Henderson v. Squire, L.R. 4 Q.B. 170; Mountnoy v. Collier, 1 Ell. and 
Bl. 630; Burne v. Richardson, 4 Taunt. 720. 

All members of the four Inns of Court are invited to attend. 

Two ‘‘ Counsel ’’ will be heard for each of the parties. 





Bar Council Election, 1922. 


The Annual Election of members to fill the vacancies upon the Council 
will be held in the week ending the 11th of February, 1922. 

Twenty-four candidates have to be elected, of whom at least twelve 
must be of the Outer Bar, and three at least must be of less than ten years’ 
standing at the Bar. 

Candidates for election must be proposed in writing, and the Proposal 
Form, signed by at least ten Barristers, must be sent to the Secretary at 
the offices of the Council, 5, Stone Buildings, Lincoln’s Inn, on or before 
Wednesday, the 25th of January, 1922. 

Proposal Forms may be obtained from the Secretary. 

Every Barrister is entitled to vote at the Election, and Voting Papers 
with instructions to voters will be sent to every Barrister whose professional 
address within the United Kingdom is given in the Law List. 





The Newcastle-upon-Tyne Incorporated Law 
Society. 

The fifty-first Ordinary Meeting of the Society, being also the ninety-fifth 
anniversary of its institution, was held in the Society’s library on the 15th 
December 1921, when the President, Mr. J. B. Lazenby occupied the chair. 
The Annual Report and Balance Sheet of the Society were passed. 

The membership of the Society numbers 203. 

The following officers were elected: President, Mr. Percy Corder ; 
Vice-President, Mr. Wm. Sutton; Hon. Treasurer, Mr. A. H. Dickinson; 
Hon. Secretary, Mr. W. 8. Burton ; Hon. Librarian, Mr. O. J. Charlton. 


United Law Society. 


A meeting was held in the Middle Temple Common Room, on Monday, 
the 9th of January, Mr. G. B. Burke in the chair. 

The Annual Dinner will be held at the Café Monico, on Monday, the 30th 
January 1922. Lord Justice Atkin will preside. Tickets may be obtained 
from the Secretary, B. A. Elliman, ‘‘ Longcroft” Links Road, Epsom. 


City of London Solicitors Company. 


On Monday next, the 16th instant, Mr. F. Shewe]l Cooper (Barrister-at- 
Law) will lecture at the Guildhall, No. 3 Committee Room, at 5.30 p.m. 
on “The Contracts of Companies.” It is hoped that there will be a large 
attendance of members, articled clerks, and managing clerks. 


The Times correspondent at Toronto in a message of 7th January says :— 
The Toronto Globe and other newspapers are protesting against the sentence 
imposed in the police court at Parry Sound on Stephen Zowisluk, a Slav 
immigrant, who was sentenced to 40 years’ imprisonment for window 
breaking. He was out of work, hungry, and discouraged, and wanted to 
go to gaol for “a long time.” He therefore broke twenty-one panes of 
plate glass in the main street in Parry Sound, and was arrested. The 
magistrate has explained that he imposed the sentence more as a deterrent 
to others than with the idea of a long term for Zowisluk. He thought that 
deportation was the proper way to deal with foreigners who commit serious 
offences. 
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Lease drawn up by House Agent. 


Wharton H. Mason, trading as Mason and Mason, house agents, of 
High-street, Kensington, was summored before Mr. Boyd at West London 
Police Court on the 9th inst. for unlawfully drawing up and preparing for 
a fee an indenture of a lease. 

Mr. Robert Humphreys, for the Law Society, stated that a Mrs. Holloway 
went to the defendant’s office with respect to the leasing of a flat and signed 
a lease, which was duly stamped. A fee of three guineas was charged for 
drawing up the lease, and that was a breach of the Stamp Act of 1891. 
Such cases used to be brought before the High Court, but a recent Finance 
Act had given power to the Law Society to proceed in a summary Court. 

Mr. Shepheards, for the defendant, said that his client had nothing to 
do with the transaction personally. He knew nothing of it until he received 
the summons. 

The magistrate, observing that these proceedings were the first taken 


under the new Act, imposed a penalty of 40s., with £5 costs, and expressed | 
the opinion that the fee of three guineas should be returned to Mrs. Holloway. | 


The defendant’s solicitor said that this would be done. 








The Use of the Word “ Sheffield.” 


The Times’ correspondent at Sheffield, in a me sig: of 3rd January, 
says :— 

An important trade judgment protecting the use of the word “ Sheffield ”’ 
in connection with cutlery, and bearing tribute to the excellence and high 
reputation of Sheffield wares, has just come to hand from the Federal Trade 
Commission of the United States. 

A complaint was made that a New York dealer was selling cutlery on 
which the word “ Sheffield” was wrongfully stamped and the Commission 
sat to inquire whether his conduct amounted to unfair competition. The 
Commission, in their findings, state that the cutlery in question was obtained 
from Amercian manufacturers, was of inferior grade and of comparatively 
low price, and was made in the United States of domestic steel. They 
speak of the position that Sheffield has held for centuries in the manufacture 
of cutlery and of the high reputation which it has obtained. 

One of the most important of their findings is that retailers, buyers and 
sellers of cutlery understand the word “ Sheffield’ as applied to cutlery 
to mean that the articles were made in Sheffield, England. They hold 
that the respondent’s use of the word “ Sheffield” is calculated to create 
the belief that the cutlery was manufactured in Sheffield, England, that 
sales of cutlery manufactured in the United States under the brand of 
“ Sheffield ’’ compete unfairly with genuine Sheffield cutlery and also with 
American cutlery which is not so stampe1, and that such competition is 
prejudicial to the interest of jobbers in both American and imported cutlery 
and is a hindrance to open competition in the sale of cutlery in the United 
States. 

The Commission came to the conclusion that the practices of the respon- 
dent are unfair methods of competition in inter-State commerce and they 
ordered him forthwith to cease from directly or indirectly applying or 
using the word “ Sheffield’ in any manner whatsoever as a brand, label, 
trade mark or trade name for, or on, any cutlery except and unless the 
blade or cutting part thereof be made of steel manufactured in Sheffield, 
England. 

This decision so completely safeguarding the trade name of Sheffield from 
improper use is of the highest. importance. The proceedings were taken 
by the Cutlers’ Company of Sheffield. 








Flogging as a Deterrent. 


Sir D. M. Stevenson, Lord Provost of Glasgow, writing to The Times 


(30th December) says :— 

A number of correspondents took exception to my letter to you last 
month on this subject, but the fact that the very prisoner to whom I referred 
appealed against his altered sentence, preferring the short term and the 
flogging, seems to me to confirm what so-called humanitarians have all 
along held, namely, that brutal criminals are the very ones who do not 
dread flogging. Your readers will remember that the prisoner was originally 
sentenced to twenty-one months’ hard labour and twenty-five strokes of 
the “cat,” but the medical officer having reported that he was not fit to 
stand the whipping, the sentence was altered to five years’ penal servitude. 
The Lord Chief Justice’s comment, in refusing the appeal, that all the 
terrors spoken of about the “ cat ’’ were without foundation, simply confirms 
what Mr. Henry 8S. Salt makes clear, as the result of life-long experience, 
in his book, “‘ The Flogging Craze ’—a book which those who doubt the 
Lord Chief Justice’s dictum would do well to peruse. 


Mr. Garstang Bracstock Lockett, of Barnston Towers, Heswall, Cheshire, 
solicitor, who died on November 16, left estate of the gross value of £23,781, 
of which £17,512 is net personalty. He left £600 to the Church of England 


Waifs and Strays’ Society’s Southport Home for the endowment of a | 


bed to be named after him in memory of his son Archibald Norman Lockett. 


Companies. 
London County Westminster & Parr’s Bank Ltd. 


The net profits of the London County Westminster & Parr’s Bank 
Limited for the past year, after providing for bad and doubtful debts, 
and all expenses, amount to £2,167,845. This sum, added to £460,914 
brought forward from 1920, leaves available the sum of £2,628,759. 

The dividend of 10 per cent. paid in August last on the £20 shares and 
6} per cent. on the £1 shares absorbs £579,526. A further dividend of 
10 per cent. is now declared in respect of the £20 shares, making 20 per cent. 
for the year; and a further dividend of 6} per cent. on the £1 shares will 
be paid, making the maximum of 12} per cent. for the year. 

£500,000 has been placed to contingent fund, £250,000 transferred to 
bank premises accouni, and £200,000 to re-building account, leaving a 
balance of £519,708 to be carried forward, 








Obituary. 
Mr. Joseph Lavergre. 


A message from the Toronto correspondent of The Times (10th inst.) 
announces the death at Montreal of Mr. Joseph Lavergne, a Judge of the 
Court of the King’s Bench for the Province of Quebec. Mr. Lavergne, 
who was called to the Bar in 1871, was for 26 years partner of Sir Wilfrid 
Laurier, the late Prime Minister, in the county town of Arthabaskaville. 

Mr. Lavergne was born at St. Pierre, Montmagny County, in 1847. He 
was at all times prominent in public affairs, and served as Mayor of Artha- 
baskaville and Warden of the county, and edited a weekly newspaper which 
had a considerable circulation in the district. He sat in the House of 
Commons as a Liberal from 1887-1897. He was then raised to the Bench 
and during his long years of service won universal respect for his indepen- 
dence and caution. His son, Mr. Armand Lavergne, has been for somo 
years prominent in politics and is one of the most devoted of the followers 
of the Bourassa party in Quebec, but he failed in the recent election to 
secure a seat in the House of Commons, 


Sir Henry White. 

Sir Henry White died on 5th January after undergoing an operation 
at a nursing home at Beckenham, Kent. ' 

Henry Arthur White, says The Times, was born in June, 1849, the son 
of the late Henry White, and nephew of the late Sir Arnold White, with 
whom he lived as his adopted son from 1856 to Sir Arnold’s death in 1893. 
He was educated at Harrow, and was admitted as a solicitor in 1873. His 
association with the affairs of the Royal Family dated back to 1894, when, 
in succession to Sir Arnold White, he was appointed private solicitor to 
Queen Victoria. On Her Majesty’s death he attended to King Edward’s 
affairs, and since then has acted for the present King and other members 
of the Royal Family. The public naturally knew little either of the appoint- 
ment or of its holder, and the quiet house at 14, Great Marlborough-street, 
without even the usual lawyer's brass plate, gave little hint of the intensely 
interesting private documents contained in the deed-boxes within. As 
private solicitor, Sir Henry White drew up the wills of King Edward and 
King George, and also that of the*Prince of Wales before the latter went 
on active service. Sir Henry White’s services were recognised by the 
bestowal of a knighthood in 1897 and the C.V.O. in 1907, 

Sir Henry White was twice married, first, in 1896, to Isabel Mary, eldest 
daughter of the late Mr. Charles Courtenay Colley ; and, secondly, after 
his first wife’s death in 1905, to the daughter of the late Mr. Samuel Seddon, 
C.B, A daughter was born to each marriage. ~* 


Mr. Spencer Whitehead. 


Mr. Spencer Whitehead, late Senior Taxing Master of the Supreme 
Court, died on Tuesday, the 10th inst., in his seventy-seventh year. 
Mr. Whitehead, who was the son of Edward Bickerton Whitehead, of 
Bristnall, Worcestershire, was twice married, first to Ellen, daughter of 
Dr. Birt Davies, of Birmingham, and afterwards, in 1881, to Gertrude 
Fanny, daughter of Austin Piper, of The Wilderness, Norwich. By his 
first marriage he had one daughter, now the wife of Mr. Ellis Hicks- Beach, 

After a long career, from 1868 to 1897, as a well-known and much - 
respected solicitor, Mr. Whitehead became a Master in the Chancery Division 
in October, 1897, and was appointed a Taxing Muster in June, 1910. In 
1919 he was appointed by the Lord Chancellor to act as Senior Master in 
the Taxing Office, a post which he held till his retirement last summer. 
For many years he was a member of the Law Society, and was a very old 


| member of the Solicitors’ Benevolent Association and also of the Law 
| Association, of which he was treasurer. 


Besides his work in Jondon as a Master, Mr. Whitehead, after he had 
settled at Esher, took a keen interest in the public affairs of his home 
district. Chairman of the first parish meeting for the election of the first 
parish council, and one of the original members of the Esher and Dittons 
Urban District Council, he was also a Justice of the Peace, Deputy Chairman 
of the Surrey Quarter Sessions, and a Commissioner of Income-tax, In 
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these capacities (as well as in his beautiful garden) he worked till neariy 
the end of his life: it was only on the Thursday before Christmas that he 
attended the Bench at Kingston for the last time. 

In Surrey and at Deal he was well known for his active interest in golf 
and other forms of sport. He was president of the Weston Green and 
Thames Ditton cricket clubs (the latter probably the oldest club in the 
county) and of the Thames Ditton and Esher Golf Club. 

In politics Mr. Whitehead was a Conservative, and for some time before 
he became Master was chairman of the local Conservative Association. He 
made in his long life many friends, and in the Law Courts and in Surrey 
will long be remembered for his kindliness, his courtesy, and his ripe and 
sound judgment. 








Legal News. 


Information Required. 
AUGUSTUS OTTIWELL WOOD, C.B.E., deceased, late of 171, 


Victoria-street, 8.W.—Anyone possessing Information regarding a Will of 
deceased please communicate Maddison, Stirling and Humm, 13, Old 
Jewry dhaiiom, E.C, 


Dissolutions. 


Tnomas Henry Garpiner, Henry Smitrn and Wiiuiam RowLanp 
JACKAMAN, Solicitors (Long and Gardiner), 8, Lincoln’s Inn-fields, London 
and Woolwich, 3lst day of December, 1921. 

(Gazette, 6th Jan, 


Frank Jonnson, Georce Grupert Taompson and WattTEeR LEONARD 
Birp, Solicitors (Mumford, Johnson & Co.) 5, Bank-street, in the City of 
Bradford, 31st day of December, 1921. The said George Gilbert Thompson 
and Walter Leonard Bird will continue to carry on the practice as heretofore 
at the above address, under the style or firm of ‘‘ Mumford, Thompson and 
Bird.” 


Henry Harper Bornamity, GeraLp EspaArLE WINTER and TREVOR 
Ley Copner Woop, Solicitors (Winter, Bothamley, Wood & Murray) 
No, 16, Bedford-row, London, W.C.1, 3lst day of December, 1921, on the 
retirement of the said Henry Harper Bothamley. In future the said 
business will be carried on at the same address under the style of “‘ Winter, 
Tucker, Lake and Wood.” 

Henry GranaM Busa and Puiie WaAtHEN Busi, Solicitors, at 9, Bridge 
Street, Bristol (G. Bush & Bush), 31st day of August, 1921. 

[Gazetle, 10th Jan. 


Appointments. 


Mr. P. M. Heatn, Deputy Town Clerk of Manchester, has been appointed 
Town Clerk as from 3lst March, when Mr. Thomas Hudson retires. The 
salary will begin at £2,225 per annum, including all emoluments, but will 
rise by next December to £3,000 per annum, 


General. 


Among the many victims of influenza in Manchester is Mr. T. B. Leigh, 
the new Recorder of Burnley. He was unable to open his first Court at 
Burnley yesterday, and as he had not been sworn in no deputy could take 
his place, and the Sessions had to be adjourned until Saturday week. 


The Judicial Committee will resume their sittings on 17th January, when 
the hearing of a list of twenty-eight appeals will be begun. This number 
compares with thirty-four in the corresponding list for last year. To the 
list India contributes twenty-three appeals, Canada two, and South Africa 
New Zealand and Jersey one each. There are fourteen judgments awaiting 
delivery. 


Mr. John Frederick Eaden, J.P., of Little Shelford, Cambridge, s>»licitor, 
Registrar of the County Court for the Cambridge District, a member of the 
county council and of the board of governors of Addenbrooke’s Hospital, 
who died on 28th September, has left £85,992, the net personalty being 
£81,161. The testator gives £100 each to the Harston, Hauxton, Newton 
and Little Shelford Nursing Association, the War Memorial and Village 
Hall, Little Shelford, and to two clerks. 


At Rugby on the 10th inst., James Frogley, a farmer, was summoned 
for causing unnecessary suffering to a foxhound by shooting it. It was 
stated that Frogley fired a shotgun at the North Warwickshire pack as 
soon as they entered one of his fields. The second charge badly wounded 


a hound, which staggered into an adjoining field and died an hour and a half 
later. The detendant urged that he was justified in shooting the hound, 
because he had warned the Master of the hunt two years previously that 
the next time the hounds entered his land he would shoot them. The 
hunt authorities knew that he would not allow them on hisland, Frogley 
was fined £25, including costs, 


Arthur Hasnip, 65, conveyancing clerk, was sentenced to eighteen months’ 
imprisonment at Preston Sessions on the 4th inst., for embezzling £2,172 
belonging to Banks & Co., solicitors, of Blackpool, where he had been 
employed for eight years. It was stated that Sir Harry Cartmell, head of 
the firm, had described him as of great capacity and industry. It appeared, 
however, that his career was one of extraordinary contradictions. Thirty 
years ago he was sentenced to twelve months’ imprisonment for forgery and 
larceny at Worcester, and twelve years later to five years’ penal servitude 
for forgery at Lewes, Gambling was the direct and only cause of his downfall, 

The Right Hon. Lewis Fry, P.C., of Goldney House, Clifton, Bristol, and 
of Balder Grange, Cotherstone, Yorks, Liberal M.P. for Bristol 1878 to 1885, 
and Liberal Unionist for the North Division 1886-92 and 1895-1900, governor 
and a member of the Council of Clifton College, Pro-Chancellor of Bristol 
University, a member of the Town Council and Schoo] Board, and Chairman 
of the Parliamentary Committee on Town Holdings, and author of its two 
reports, who died on 10th September, son of Mr. Joseph Fry, the cocoa 
manufacturer, left estate of the value of £110,743, of which £74,065 is net 
personalty. He bequeathed a freehold cottage to his chauffeur and annuities 
and legacies to other servants. 

At Liverpool] Court of Passage on the 5th inst., Edward Jones, commission 
agent, of Liverpool, sued Bernard Carter for the return of £102, which the 
defendant had won by bets in 1920, and which had been paid by crossed 
cheque. The defendant counser-claimed for the return of £19, which repre- 
sented losing bets, also paid by crossed cheque. Judgment was now given 
for the plaintift on the claim and for the defendant on the counter-claim. 
Mr. Howard Jones, for the defendant, contended that the action was not 
covered by the Sutlers v. Briggs test case. The latter action was argued 
on admitted facts that the bank which collected the cheque were holders 
or assignees of the money. In the present case there was no evidence 
that the plaintiff had actually paid to any assignee the money claimed. 
Sir W. F. Taylor, giving judgment, said that the cheques were crossed, and 
had to go through a clearing house. Therefore, in the absence of evidence 
to the contrary, he was entitled to assume there was, in fact, a collecting 
bank or an assignee. 








Court Papers. 
Supreme Court of Judicature. 


ROTA OF REGISTRARS IN ATTENDANCE ON 


Date EMERGENCY APPEAL CouRT Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Rota, No. 1. EvE, PETERSON, 
Monday .. Jan. 16 Mr. Jolly Mr. Bloxam Mr. More Mr. Jolly 
Tuesday ...... 17 More Hicks Beach Jolly More 
Wednesday ... 18 Synge Jolly More Jolly 
Thursday ..... 19 Garrett More Jolly More 
Friday........ 20 Bloxam Synge More Jolly 
Saturday ..... 21 Hicks Beach Garrett Jolly More 
Da' Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
SARGANT. RUSSELL. ASTBURY. P. O. LAWRENCE. 
Monday .. Jan. 16 Mr. Synge Mr. Garrett Mr. Bloxam Mr. Hicks Beach 
Tuesday ...... 17 Garrett Synge Hicks Beach Bloxam 
Wednesday ... 18 Synge Garrett Bloxam Hicks Beach 
Thursday ..... 19 Garrett Synge Hicks Beach Bloxam 
Friday ........ 20 Synge Garrett Bloxam Hicks Beach 
Saturday ..... 21 Garrett Synge Hicks Beach Bloxam 





Crown Office, 7th January, 1922. 
Days and places appointed for holding the Winter Assizes, 1922 :— 


SOUTH-EASTERN CIRCUIT (FIRST PORTION). 

Mr. Justice Bailhache. 
Friday, 13th January, at Huntingdon. 
Monday, 16th January, at Cambridge. 
Thursday, 19th January, at Ipswich. 
Tuesday, 24th January, at Norwich. 
Tuesday, 3lst January, at Chelmsford. 

SOUTH WALES CIRCUIT. 

Mr. Justice Acton. 
Saturdiy, 14th January, at Haverfordwest. 
Wednesday, 18th January, at Lampeter. 
Saturday, 21st January, at Carmarthen. 
Saturday, 28th January, at Brecon. 
Tuesday, 3lst January, at Presteign. 

MIDLAND CIRCUIT. 

Saturday, 14th January, at Aylesbury. 
Wednesday, 18th January, at Bedford. 
Saturday, 21st January, at Northampton. 
Wednesday, 25th January, at Leicester. 
Monday, 30th January, at Oakham. 
Tuesday, 31st January, at Lincoln. 
Tuesday, 7th February, at Nottingham. 
Monday, 13th February, at Derby. 
Wednesday, 8th March, at Warwick. 
Monday, 13th March, at Birmingham. 
VALUATIONS FOR INSURANCE.—It is very f—. — that all Ay! Holders should 
have a detailed valuation of their effects. ‘DEBENWA inadequ 
insured, and in case of loss insurers suffer sccordinaly. DE BENHAM. STORR & 80 
(LIMITED), 26, King Street, Covent Garden, W.C.2, known chattel valuers and 
auctioneers (establis ed over 100 years), have a staff of expert Valuers, and will be glad 
to advise those desiring valuations for any purpose. Jewels, plate, furs, turateese, 
works of art, bric-A-brac a speciality —{ADVT. ) 
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COURT OF APPEAL. 
In APPEAL CourT No. 1. 

Wednesday, 11th January.—Exparte Appli- 
eitions, Original Motions and _ Inter- 
locutory Appeals from the Chancery and 
Probate and Divorce Divisions, and, if | 
necessary, Chancery Final Appeals. | 

Taursday, 12th January.—Final Appeals | 
from the Chancery Division will be taken 
and continued untilfurther notice. 

In APPEAL Court No. II. 

Wednesday, llth January.—Exparte Appli- 
eitions, Original Motions and _ Inter- 
locutory Appeals from the King’s Bench 
Division and, if necessary, Final Appeals | 
from the King’s Bench Division. 

Thursday, 12th January.—Final Appeals 
from the King’s Bench Division wil) be 
taken and continued in this Court. | 

HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE, 
CHANCERY DIVISION. | 

LORD CHANCELLOR'S COURT, 
Mr. Justice EVE, 


HILARY SITTINGS, 1922. | 
| 


Mondays ...... Chamber summonses, 

Tuesdays ...... Sht caus pets fur cons and 
not-wit list. 

Wednesdays. .. . Non-wit list. 

Thursdays. .....Non-witlist. 


Lancashire Business will be taken on 
Thursdays, the 19th January, the 2nd 
and 16th February, and the 2nd, 16th 
and 30th March. 

Fridays........ Motions and non-wit list. 

CHANCERY Court IIT. 
Mr. Justice PETERSON. 

Except when other Business is advertised in 
the Daily Cause List Actions with 
Witnesses will be taken throughout the 
Sittings. | 


THE COURT 


CHANCERY Court I. 
Mr. Justice SARGANT. 

Except when other Business is advertised in 
the Daily Cause List Mr. Justice Sargant 
will take Actions with 
throughout the Sittings. 


CHANCERY CourT V. 
Mr. Justice RUSSELL. 
Mondays ...... Chamber summonses, 
Applications under Trading with the 
Enemy Acts will be heard on each 
Monday afternoon at 20’clock. 


Tuesdays ...... Sht caus pets fur cons and 
non-wit list. 

Wednesdays. .. .Non-witlist. 

Thursdays...... Non-witlist. 

Fridays ........ Mots and non-wit list. 


CHANCERY Court II. 
Mr. Justice ASTBURY. 

Except when other Business is advertised 
in the Daily Corse List Actions with 
Witnesses will be taser throughout the 
Sittings. 


Judgment Sumronses in Bankruptcy will 
the 21st January, 


be taken on Satu:da 
18th February and 18th March. 


CHANCERY Court LV, 


Mr. Justice P. 0. LAWRENCE, 
Mondays ...... Sitting in chambers, 
Tuesdays ...... Companies’ (Winding Uf) 

business and non-wit list. | 
Wednesdays. ...Fur cons and non-wit li t. 
Thursdays...... Non-wit list. 
Fridays ........Mots sht caus pets and 


non-wit list. 


OF APPEAL. 


HILARY SITTINGS, 1922. 


The Appeals or other Business proposed to be taken will, from time to 


time, be announced in 


FROM THE CHANCERY 
DIVISION. 
Judgments Reserved. 
(General List.) 

Heard before The Master of the 
Rolls and Warrington and 
Younger, L.JJ. 

Higginson v. Bentley & Bentley Id 
(c.a.v. Nov. 4) 

The Consett Industrial & Provident 
Soc ld v The Consett Iron Co ld 
(c.a.v. Dee. 13) 

FROM THE COUNTY PALATINE | 

COURT OF LANCASTER. 
(Final List.) 
Inre J R N Jordison, dec Raine v | 
Jordison (c.a.v. Nov. 7) 
FROM THE CHANCERY 
DIVISION. 
(General List.) 
1921. 

In re C A Haig, dec Harris v 
Drayton & ors (s.o. for Attorney- | 
Gen.) 

In re Companies Winding Up 
In re H J Webb & Co (Smithfield, 
(London) In re Companies (Con- 
solidation) Act 1908 (part heard) 

C Nestle & Co Id v Eugene ld 

Wells v Drop Stampings Id 

Gray v Spyer 

Price v James 

Jones v James & anr 

Economic Building 
Liverpool Corpn 

In re Dolgorouki, dec 
Dolgorouki 

In re Elizabeth Williams, dec 
Williams v Williams & anr 

In re J Mellor dec Alvarez v 
Dodgson 

Companies (Winding Up) In re Cos 
(Consolidation) Act 1908 In re 
Chilian Construction Co Id 

Fowler & ors v Kittle 


Corpn Id v 


Ewart v 


| In re T 


the Daily Cause List. 


In re Child Villiers’ Appln In re 
Land Transfer Acts 1895 & 1897 


Attorney-General v Villiers 


& ors 


In ré E R Hooper, dee Macleod Vv 


Hooper 


| Maleolmson v Glegg 


In re W C Stennett, dec Wells v 
Reeve & ors 


Serra v Famous Lasky Film Service 


Id 

Pembridge v Commons 

In re Biedermann, dec 
Wertheim & ors 

In re Companies (Consolidation) Act 


Best v 


1908 In re Jubilee Cotton Mills Id 


(In Bankruptcy.) 
1921. 


In re a Debtor (expte The Debtor v 
The Petitioning Creditor and The 


Official Receiver), No 5 of 1921 


In re a Debtor (expte The Debtor v 
The Petitioning Creditor and The 


Official Receiver), No 899 of 1921 


(Appl adjd until after the trial of 


the Debtor’s Action) 


In re a Debtor (expte The Debtor v | 
The Petitioning Creditor and The 
Official Receiver), No 588 of 1921 | 


(Appl adjd to Jan. 27, 1922) 


In re P Prior (expte D Hart, The 


Trustee v J W Browne & F G 
Scott), No 517 of 1921 


In re a Debtor (expte The Debtor v 
The Petitioning Creditors and The 


Official Receiver), No 691 of 1921 


FROM THE PROBATE AND 
DIVORCE DIVISION. 
(Final and New Trial List.) 
1921. 

Divorce J V Milnes v J G Milnes 


Divorce E Vidal v P V Vidal and 


Wilson 
Divorce M Peckham vy G R Peckham 


Witnesses 


erry, dec Berry v Guy 





THE 


ROYAL EXCHANGE ASSURANCE 


ACTS AS 
TRUSTEE of FUNDS amounting to 


£30,000,000. 








For Particulars apply to: 
Tue SECRETARY, HEAD OFFICE, ROYAL EXCHANGE, E.C.3. 
THE ManaGEeR, LAW COURTS BRANCH, 29-30, HIGH HOLBORN, W.C.1, 
THE TRUSTEE MANAGER, MANCHESTER BRANCH, 94-96, KING STREET, 











FROM THE COUNTY PALATINE 
OF LANCASTER. 
(Final List.) 
1921. 

Baker v Hardman 

Tillotson v Tillotson & Co Id 

Hargreaves v Pickthall 
FROM THE KING’S 

DIVISION. 
(Final and New Trial List.) 
1920. 
Hickman v The Royal Agricultural 
| Soe of England (s.o. until after 
appl in House of Lords) 
1921. 

In re The Agricultural Holdings 
Acts, 1908 to 1914 In the Matter 
of an Arbitration between W 8S 
Ormonde (Tenant) and J T Mills 
(Landlord)(remitted to Arbitrator 
to report, June 2) 

Nitrate Producers Co v_ Short 
Bros ld (s.o. until after decision 
in House of Lords, May 30) 

Attorney-General v Manchester Ship 
Canal Co 

Manchester Ship Canal Co v Brunner 
Mond & Co ld 

Attorney-General v Bottomley 

Same v Same 

In re Agricultural Holdings Acts 
In re an Arbitration between 
D Dale and Hatfield Chase 
Corpn (remitted to Arbitrator 


BENCH 


| for report, Dec 19) 


Minerva Spinning Co Id v Baron 
De Meulemeester (Clmt) v Royal 
Commission on Wheat Supplies 
Benabu & Co v Bruna Sampais & Co 
Benabu & Co v Bruna Sampais & Co 

Blay v Dadswell 
Holt & Moore, Sellers v Liverpool 
& Central Oil Co ld Buyers 


| Earle’s Shipbuilding & Engineering 


Co Id v_ Aktieselskaber D/S 
Gefion & ors 

Revenue Nevill vy H.M. Commrs of 
Inland Revenue 

Revenue Nevill & ors v Same 

John Woyka & Co Id v London & 
Northern Trading Co Id 

In re The Solicitors Acts, 1843 & 
1860 In re E J Ward (not before 
Feb. 18) 

Harris v Miller 

Ambatielos v Grace Bros & Co Id 

J Stewart & Son (1921) Id v Hudson 

Harris v Thomas 

Waghorn v Collison 

In re an Arbitration between 
Isidore Poliakoff and Stromwall 

Russkoe Obschestvo D’Lia Izgstov- 
lenoa Snariadov I’voennik Prip- 
assov v John Stirk & Sons ld 


| 





. Rickel v Weinstein & Gabel 


Revenue Attorney-General v Rt. 
Hon. Earl of Sandwich 

Adamson v William Owen Id 

Palmine Id v Grace Bros & Co Id 

Rogers v Broadmeadow 

Rogers v Broadmeadow 

Steer v Tate 

H Backhouse & Co (Sheffield) Id 
v Gardner 

Mann, George & Co ld v Brown 

In the Matter of the Petition of 
tight of Robert Thomas Sutton 

Hampson v Union of London & 
Smiths Bank Id 

Tempest v Cohen 

Collins & Wife v Laugher 

In re an Arbitration between 
Suzuki & Co, (Buyers) and 
Burgett & Newsam 

In re an Arbitration between 
Burgett & Newsam (Buyers) 
and the United Baltic Corporn. Id 

Cruise v Terrell 

W H Keys ld v Hartland 

In re Agricultural Holdings Act, 
1908 In re an Arbitration between 
Judd (Tenant) v McCreagh 

In re EJ Ward In re Solicitors Act, 
1843 & 1860 

Forman v_ Lindsay Agricultural 
Executive Committee In re 
Agricultural Holdings Acts 

Newell v The Crayford Cottage 
Society Id 

(not 
before February 1) 

Waring & Gillow ld v Doughty 

Codling & Hodgkinson Id v Nessim 

Nelson, Murdoch & Co v Wood 

Burnard v Daniel 

Todd v Star Engineering Co Id 

Hayes v The Midland Iron & Hard- 
ware Co (Cradley Heath) Id 

Yates v Bottomley 

Turton v Fraser 

William Garner & Sons v 
Granite Co Id 

Caldwell vy Humphrey & Co 

In re an Arbitration between Kanal 
& The Railway Passengers Assce 
Co 

Mowbray, Robinson & Co v Rosser 

Seally Allin v The Mercantile Bank 
of India ld 

Shoobridge V A E sest & Co ld 

Arnot v William Marchant & Co 

White v Williams 

Simha v Navy & 
Board 

W Hancock & Co Id v Lousia John 

In re Arbitration Act, 1889 W H 
Watson & Co v The Produce 
Brokers Co ld 

In re Arbitration Act, 1889 
Norwich & London 
Insce Assoc ld 


. 
sodmin 


Army Canteen 


Moss v 
Accident 
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Bundy v The Motor Cab Owner | FROM THE PROBATE DIVORCE 
Drivers Assoc AND ADMIRALTY DIVISION 
Belliss & Morcom ld vy H V Low & | (ADMIRALTY). 
Co ’ With Nautical Assessors, 
Mather & Platt ld vy H V Low & Co Final List 
Urquhart, Lindsay & Co ld v H V oe 
> page ty 1921. 
The Nord Wood Co ld v The Black | Dalton — 1921 — Folio 8 Cory 
Sea Timber Co (restored to List, Lighterage Id v Owners of 8.8. 


Dec. 2) Dalton 

Markham & Co ld v The Warwick- | FROM THE KING’S BENCH 
shire Coal Co ld DIVISION. 

Francis Theakston ld v Harrisons aa 
& Crosfield Co Id —_ ig iste 


Payne v Smith 

Russell v J Shoolbred & Co ld & ors 

Berton v Alliance Economic Invest- 
ment Co Id & ors 

In re Arbitration Act, 1889 
Maratima Suarez S.A. (Owners) v | 
Louis Dreyfus & Co (Charterers) 

J Taylor & Sons Id (Buyers) v Cox, 
McEuen & Co (Sellers) 

Livanos (Clmt) v Watson & Youell 

Marine Navigation Co ld (Clmts) v 
Ministri Francais du Ravekulle- 
ment et des Transports Maritimes 

Same v Same 


In re Arbitration Act, 1889 Moss 
v Norwich & London Accident 
Insce Assoc ld (to come on with 

The the Final Appeal from same 
order) 

Ritchie v W Jacks & Co ld 

IN RE THE WORKMEN’S COM- 
PENSATION ACTS, 1897 and 
1906. 

(From County Courts.) 
1921. 
Joy v Morton [Surrey, Redhill] 
Lock v Chatham Education Com- 


Same v Same 
Cohen v Hall 
In re Arbitration Act, 1889 


Cotts 


Reynolds v Boston Deep Sea Fishing 


& Ice Co Id 


The Boston Deep Sea Fishing & Ice 
The Grimsby Steam 
Fishing Vessels Mutual Insce Co 


Co Id v 


Id 
In re the 


Arbitration Act, 
& Co 
Ralli Bros v Walford Lines ld 


Revenue 


Estates Id 


The Merliman Rubber Estates Id v 


The Commrs of Inland Revenue 


Revenue Commrs of Inland Revenue 
v The Gas Lighting Improvement 


Co Id 
James v George E Morgan Id 


Chambers, Scott & Co Id v British 


Construction Co 
Barker v Met. Water Board 


In the Arbitration Act, 1889 Uchida 


v Smith 


J W Schofield & Sons v Rowmon, 


Drew & Clydesdale Id 

In the Arbitration Act, 1889 Mitsui 
& Co Id (Sellers) vy The Olympia 
Oil & Cake Co Id 


Sanderson Bros v Marsden & Jones 


ld 

In re the Arbitration Act, 1889 
The Peninsular & Oriental Branch 
Service v The Commonwealth 
Shipping Representative 

Revenue Bourne & Hollingworth 
v Commrs of Inland Revenue 

In re the Arbitration Act, 1889 
Domingo Munbru §8/A (Clmts) v 
The Hudson Bay Co. 

Spiteri v Gardiner 


APPEALS. 
In the Indemnity Act, 1920. 
1921. 

The Elliott Steam Tug Co Id v The 
Shipping Controller 

A & B Taxis Id v Secretary of State 
for Air 

Amis, Swain & Co vy Board of Trade 
(Food Dept) - 

Rawlinson v Secretary of State for 
War 


Gerald 
McDonald & Co v Sir W DM 


1889 
8 Sanday & Co v Cox, McEuen 


The Commrs of Inland 
Revenue v The Merliman Rubber 


mittee [Kent, Rochester] 
Williams v Primrose 
(1920) Id [Lancashire, Clitheroe] 


Allen v Commonwealth Government 
Line of Steamers [Monmouth- 


shire, Newport] 


Read v Pacific Steam Navigation 


Co [Lancashire, Liverpool] 

Biggs v Fulcher [Gloucestershire, 
Cheltenham] 

Johnson v Sir Robert McAlpine & 
Sons{ Northumberland, Newcastle- 
upon-Tyne] 

Russell v Rudd [Middlesex, Edmon- 
ton] 

Regan v Canadian Pacific Ocean 
Services ld [Kent, Greenwich] 
Thompson v Furness, Withy & Co 

[ Middlesex, Bow] 

Guest v Ibbotson [ Yorkshire, Selby] 

Morgan v The Bettisfield Colliery 
Co [ Flintshire, Holywell] 

Craig v Crypto Electrical Co Id 
[ Middlesex, Marylebone] 

Lewisv Liverpool Corpn [Lancashire, 
Liverpool] 


Standing in the “‘ Abated ” List, 


FROM THE CHANCERY DIVI- 
SION. 
(General List.) 
1921. 
In re Beech’s Settlement Beech v 
Public Trustee (s.o, generally 
Oct. 19) 


(In Bankruptcy.) 

In re A Debtor (expte The Debtor 
v The Petitioning Creditors & The 
Official Receiver), No. 246 of 1917 
(s.o. from April 23, 1920) 

FROM THE KING'S 

DIVISION. 
(Interlocutory List.) 
1921. 

Prenez v John Mercer & Sons (8.0. 
generally—liberty to apply, April 
5) 

IN RE THE WORKMEN’S COM- 
PENSATION ACTS, 1897 and 
1906. 

(From County Court.) 
1921. 

Martin v Lindsay’s Paddington Iron 
Works Id [Middlesex, Shoreditch] 
(3.0. generally April 26) 


BENCH 


N.B,—The above List contains Chancery, Palatine and King’s Bench 
Final and Interlocutory Appeals, &c., set down to 21st December, 1921, 


Ring Mill 


HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE—CHANCERY DIVISION. 
HILARY SITTINGS, 1922, 


NoTICcES RELATING TO THE CHANCERY Cause List. 


Mr. Justice Eve will take his business as announced in the Hilary Sittings 
Paper. 

Lived and Manchester Business.— Mr. Justice Eve will take Lancashire 
business on Thursdays, the 19th January, the 2nd and 16th February, and 
the 2nd, 16th and 30th March. 

Mr. Justice Sarcant.—Except when other business is advertised in the 
Daily Cause List, Actions with Witnesses will be taken throughout the 
Sittings. 

Mr, Justice AstsunY.—Except when other business is advertised in the 
Daily Cause List, Actions with Witnesses will be taken throughout the 
Sittings. 

Bankruptcy Motions will be heard on the 23rd and 30th January.— 
Judgment Summonses in Bankruptcy will be taken on Saturdays, the 
2ist January, the 18th February and the 18th March. 

Mr. Justice Pererson.—Except when other business is advertised in the 
Daily Cause List, Actions with Witnesses -will be taken throughout the 
Sittings. 

Mr. Justice P. O. Lawrence will take his business as announced in the 
Hilary Sittings Paper. 

Mr. Justice Russext will take his business as announced in the Hilary 
Sittings Paper. Applications under the Trading with the Enemy Acts 
will be heard on each Monday at 2 o’clock. 

Summonses before the Judge in Chambers.—Mr. Justice Evz, Mr. Justice 
P. O. Lawrence and Mr. Justice Russext will sit in Court every Monday 


during the Sittings to hear Chamber Summonses. 
Summonses Adjourned into Court and Non- Witness Actions will be heard 
by Mr. Justice Eve, Mr. Justice P. O. Lawrence and Mr, Justice Russet, 
Motions, Petitions and Short Causes will be taken on the days stated in 


the Hilary Sittings Paper. 


NoTICE WITH REFERENCE TO THE CHANCERY WITNESS LASTS, 
During the Hilary Sittings the Judges will sit for the disposal of Witness 


Actions as follows :— 


Mr. Justice SARGANT will take the Witness List for Sarcant and Russe, 


JJ 


Mr. Justice Astpury will take the Witness List for Astpury and 


P. O. LAWRENCE JJ. 


Mr. Justice Peterson will take the Witness List for Eve and Prrerson, 


JJ. 


Chancery Causes for Trial or Hearing. 


Before Mr. Justice Eve. 
Retained Causes for Trial. 
(With Witnesses). 

Mansell v Houston 

Thompson v Thompson 

In re Baird, dec Whitelaw & ors v 
Ginsburg & ors pt. hd. 

Duché v Duché (c.a.v.) (to be 
mentioned, Jan. 11) 

Kelsey v Kelsey 

Attenborough v Ledgard 

Gosden v Swales 

Brinton v Preen pt. hd. 

Coverley v Jefferson 

Parkin v Parkin 


| Jones v Morris 


In re Lowe, dec Caunt v Lowe 
Gibl v Roberts & anr 
In re Dunphie, dec Dunphie v 
Morgan 
Adjourned Summonses, 


In re J J Johns, dec Geake v Johns 


In re Kurtz's Settlement Trusts 
Henderson v Layton 

In re Bushby’s Contract In re 
Vendor & Purchaser Act In re 


Betstye ld Rolt v The Company 

Desent v Desent 

In re Leslie Leslie v Leslie 

In re Cottrell, dec Cottrell v Miles 

In re R F Holmes, dec Folkerd v 
Holmes 

In re Whelan, dec Doyle & anr v 
Woodliff & ors 

In re J S Hall, dec Smith v Hall 

Wright v Catlow 

In re Jefferson, dec Jefferson v 
Macdonald 

In re Manners, 
Manners 

In re Swain, dec Swain & ors v 
Swain & ors 


dec Manners v 





Set down to 21st December 1921, 


In re Greene, dec London County 
Westminster & Parr’s Bank Id v 
Davidson & anr 

In re Rose’s Agreement Rose v Rose 

In re Beaty & Waddington’s Lease 
Waddington & Sons Id v Beaty 

In re Duckworth-King, dec Dawes v 
Duckworth-King 

In re Grand Hotel (Monte Carlo) ld 
Dodd v The Company 

In re Tedlie, dec Holt v Croker 

In re Reynolds’ Settlement Trusts 
Haynes v Reynolds 

In re Arkwright, dec Arkwright v 
Arkwright 

In re John Roberts, dec Moore v 
Roberts & ors 

In re Chapman, dec Hales v 
Attorney-General 

In re Mitchell’s Settlement Mitchell 
v Mitchell 

In re Kirkwood’s Settlement Trusts 
Bowes & anr v Tulloh & ors 

In re Lorillard, dec Griffiths v 
Cutforth & anr 

Same v Same 

In re Miller, dec McDowall & anr v 
Stracey & anr 

In re William Davies Will 
Jones v Jones 

Swanston v Swanston 

In re Vallancey Swift v Vallancey 

In re Martha Smith, dec Smith v 
Smith 

In re William Watson, dec Public 
Trustee v Collis 

In re Faber, dec Vaughan & anr v 
Faber & ors 

In re Newen, dec Smiles & anr v 
Carruthers & anr 

In re Kitching, dec Kitching v 
Kitchin 

In re Allen, dec Public Trustee y 
Codrington & ors 


Trusts 
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Jan. 14, 1922 


Heitner v Harris 

In re Potter’s Trustees & Wharton’s 
Contract In re Vendor & Pur- 
chaser Act, 1874 

In re Foster’s Settled Estates In r 
Settled Land Acts, 1882 to 1890 

In re Davis, dec Johnson v Davis 

In re Elwes Will Trusts Godden v 
Elwes 

In re George Clark, dec 
Clark 

In re Garden, dec Mills v Garden 

In re Smethurst, dec Wolfe v Wolfe 

In re Elizabeth Hawkey, dec Cooke 
v Hawkey 

In re Tarkwa Banket West ld 
Johnson v The Company (Short 
cause, Ist day Hilary) 

In re Buss,dec Harwood Vv Boughton 
& ors 

Turn & anr v Crabb 

in re Smith & Colbourne’s Agree- 
ment Colbourne v Smith 

In re Todd, dec Wain v Todd & ors 

In re Scott, dec Bunning & anr v 
Divers & ors 

In re Strutton, dec 
Strutton & anr 

In re Wm Nicholls, dec Thompson v 
Lightowler 

In re Cox Settlement Trusts Low v 
Cox’s Trustee in Bankruptcy & 
ors 

In re Wedmore, dec Wedmore v 
Wedmore 

In re Penrhyn’s Settlement Trusts 
Penrhyn v Douglas Pennant & 
ors j 

In re Escombe’s Trusts Escombe & 
ors v Halliday & ors 

In re Escombe’s Trusts 
borough & ors v Escombe 

In re Hoult, dec Foot & ors v 
Hamlin & ors 

In re Hulse, dec Walker v Hulse 

In re Sawyer, dec Mackie v Sawyer 
& ors 

In re Bennett Burleigh, dec May v 
Burleigh 

In re Elizabeth Dack Denning, dec 
Spear & anr v Houlder & ors 
(restored) 

In re E M Roberts, dec Jones v 
Jones & anr 


Clark v 


Strutton v 


Lough- 


Before Mr. Justice SARGANT. 
Retained Matters. 
Motion (with Witnesses). 

In re Central Development Corpn 
Id & In re Cos. (Consolidation) 
Act, 1908 (fixed for Jan. 11) 

Adjourned Summonses. 

In re Leadbetter, dec Leadbetter v 
Leadbetter 

In re J Smith, dec 
Sauvage 

In re Schumacher, dec ffennell v 
ffennell 

In re Aston & Mander Id Minister of 
Munitions v The Company 

In re H S Noblett’s Settlement 
Riversdale v Riversdale 

In re Stawell’s Settlement Rivers- 
dale v Riversdale 

In re Hallenstein, de« 
Plant 

In re H Marx, dec Marx v Storr 

In re Marx Storr v Hereford 

In re China Clay Corpn Mallaby 
Deeley v Harrison 

In re Meeking Wilson v 
pt. hd. (fixed for Jan. 11) 

In re Robinson’s Patent In re 
Patents Act 

In re Egg Products Co In re 
Patents Act 

Further Consideration. 

Welbourn v ‘Turner (fixed for 

Jan. 11) 


Williams v 


Halstead v 


Meeking 


Causes for Trial. 
(With Witnesses). 

Calvert v Marshall (not 
Jan. 31) 

In re Louis John Hunt & The 
Sandycroft Foundry Co ld In re 
Letters Patent, 1906, Nos. 6,224 
and 15,711 (fixed for Jan. 25) 

Pierpoint v Williamson 

Imperial & Foreign Corpn ld v 
Josephine Chocolates Id (s.0.) 

Raymond v Vickerman 

Oppenheimer v Rawnsley (Jan. 11) 

Levy v Selbit 

Jeffs v Pusser 

Morgan v Driscoll 

Portsmouth v Simmonds 

Mayo v Rowlands 

International Geneva 
Robinson 

Bloxam v The Kee Less Clock Co 

Truman, Hanbury, Buxton & Co Id 
v Beckett 

Martyn v The General 
Underwriters’ Assoc Id 

Farrant v Olver 

Grinston Tyres ld v The Inter- 
national Rubber Manufacturing 
Co ld 

Oram v Oram 

Garrett v Trim 

Priestley v Priestley 

Woodfield v Bond & Hankinson 

Elliot v Phillips 

Fabini v Colombatti 

King v Fairweather 

Tossell v Tossell 

Dinslage v Macnaghton 


before 


Assoc V 


Marine 


Before Mr. Justice Astbury. 
Retained Matters. 
Motions. 


In re H © Lloyd & Sons ld Vaisey 
v The Company (Jan. 11) 
Hickman & Co Id v Hopwood 


(Feb. 1) 

Woosman V 
(s.0.) 

Adjourned Summonses, 

In re Landor’s Settlement Landor 
v Landor pt. hd. 

Bosmere & Claydon Union v Wood- 
bridge Union (s.o. generally) 

In re Kerrison’s Settlement In re 
Settled Land Acts, 1882 to 1890 
(s.o. generally) 

In re Inman Anderson v Inman 
pt. hd. (s.o. generally) 

In re Hatton,dec Hockin v Hatton 

In re Gough, dec Hilton v Gough 

In re Lovell, dec Sparks & anr v 
Southall 

In re Mallaby, dec 
v Preedy & ors 

In re Beckett, dec 
Lockwood & ors 

In re Campbell-Colquhoun, dec 
Campbell-Colquhoun v Campbell- 
Colquhoun & ors 

In re William Hirst, dec 
Stubbs pt. hd. 

Causes for Trial. 
(With Witnesses). 

Haimes v Whitley & Monkseaton 
U.D.C. pt. hd. 

Frazer v Woodside Garden Suburb 
Id pt. hd. 

Cornhill Syndieate Id v 
pendiums Id 

In re West New Jersey Soc Trusts 
Samuel v Hovell (s.o. date to be 
fixed) 

Sergeant v 
mission) 

British Thomson Houston Co Id v 
Corona Lamp Works ld 

Roberts & ors v Mercantile Issue 
Corpn Id and.anr 


Ede (with witnesses) 


Armour & anr 


Beckett v 


Stubbs v 


Com- 


Kelly (s.o. for com- 
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Gunter & Co Id v Jacobsen (s.0.) 

Kramer v Attorney-General 

Agnew v_ Repington (fixed for 
Jan 11) 

L Huguenin Id & anr v Garstin 

Attorney-General v Brown (s.o. Ist 
day Easter Sittings) 

In re Organic Research Co ld In 
re Companies (Consolidation) Act 
1908 

Hart v Hughes 

Brown v Brown 

Wyatt v Watson 

Bunbury v Parish & anr (s.0.) 

Dolan v Granville Mining Co ld & 
anr (s.o. return of Commission) 

In re Wilson dec Public Trustee v 
Gill & ors (for Mr. Justice P. O. 
Lawrence) 

East India Ry Co v Secretary of 
State in Council of India (s.o. for 
day to be fixed) 

Barratt & ors v Cohn 

Bloom v Druiff (not before Feb. 1) 

Clorius v Tonner 

Jenkins v Philip Jenkins & Sons Id 

Clark v Stoll Film Cold Stoll Film 
Co Id v Clark (fixed Jan. 16) 

Glendower Aircraft Co ld v Western 
Australian Insce Co Id 

sill v The Edison Swan Electric Co 
Id 

Brown v Sofiano 

Linsell v Bunyan 

In re Cosby, dec Fyfe v Cosby 

Gaskell & Chambers ld v Barrow 

Collins v Reeve 

Cooper v Roberts 

Lobb v Eves 

Cooper v Sassoon & Co 

Kingston Investment Co Id v 
Sperling & Co 
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Barker v Collinson 

Lucas v Lucas 

British American Continental Bank 
Id v Wm. Duxford & Sons Id 

White v Hussey 

Erskine Mcdonald Id v Pinker 

Beckett & anr v Batman ld 

Stevens v Wood Ring & Co. Id 

transferred from King’s 

Bench Division. 


Actions 


(In Bankruptcy.) 

Trustee of A F Scranton v Heathorn 
Moss & anr v Wildey 
Trustee of T J de Giers y 

England Supply Co 
Orbell (Trustee of Farr) v Curtis 
Trustee of Basil J Phillips v Hyams 
Same v Ansell Bros 
Trustee of A F Scranton v Pearse 


Husson v Zolowski 


New 


Before Mr. Justice PETERSON, 
Retained Matters. 
Motion. 
Sugg v Sugg (Jan 11) 
Adjourned Summonses. 
In re Hills Cole v Hills (Jan 11) 
In re Gore, dee Singleton v Rundle 
& ors pt. hd. (s.o. generally) 
In re Ward, dec Harrison v Ward 
In re Wakley, dec Mosley, Flowers 
& Co v Tomlinson 
Schwartz v Schwartz 
In re J A Taylor, dee 
Tweedie 
Lofthouse & anr v Eadon & ors 
In re Richard, dec Blakey v 
Richard 
In re Felix Waldheim, dec 
v Roditi 


Taylor v 


Roditi 








preservation of child life. 


to keep the 





THE HOSPITAL FOR SICK CHILDREN, 


CREAT ORMOND STREET, LONDON W.C.1. 


ENGLAND’S GREATEST ASSET IS 
HER CHILDREN. 


i need for greater effort to counterbalance the 

drain of War upon the manhood of the Nation, 
by saving infant life for the future welfare of the 
British Empire, compels the Committee of The Hospital 
for Sick Children, Great Ormond Street, London, W.C.1, 
to plead most earnestly for increased support for the 
National work this Hospital is performing in the 


The children of the Nation can truthfully be said to 
be the greatest asset the Kingdom possesses, yet the 
mortality among babies is still appalling. 

71 years this Hospital has been the means of 

saving or restoring the lives and health of hundreds 
of thousands of Children, and of instructing Mothers in 
the knowledge of looking after their children. 


£17,000 has to be raised every year 
Hospital out of 


Forms of Gift by Will to this Hospital can be 
obtained on application to— 
JAMES McKAY, Acting Secretary. 


debt. 
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In re Hepworth, dec 
Hepworth 

In re Paton, dec Thornton & 
v Thornton & ant 


ant 


Causes for Trial. 
(With Witnesses.) 
Conron & ors vy London 
Council 
Alabaster v Southwell 
G A Harvey & Co (London) Id v 
The United Glass Bottle Manu 
facturers Id 
Edwards v Pearson (s.: 
to be fixed) 
Williamson v Inrig & Cutting (s.0. 
until after inspection) 
seazley v Beazley 
In re James Mitchell, dec Mitchell 
& ors v Mitchell & ors (not before 
Feb 24) 


», for 


Williams v Maxwell (not before 
Feb 1) 

Ward v Ward 

Lewis v Demery & Hooley 

Norwich Union Life Insce Soc vy 
Charles 


Humphrey v Link 
D Jones v B Jones 
Harvey v Scott 
Fox v Jacobson 


Thomson v Dunnicliffe & Mills 

In re Morris, dec Morris v Morris 
Neustein v Mason 

Eastern Valleys Black Vein 


Collieries ld vy Ellied Colliery Co Id 
(not before Jan 16) 
Charteris v Hollis 
Townmead Oil Works Id y 
ville Gardens Id 
Ellis & Pettitt v Maltby 
In re B Jefferis, 
Souter 
Terrington v Desoutter 
Butchers’ Film Service ld v Lindsell 
Critchinson v Critchinson 
Briais v Oddey 
Charlton v Draper 
Feeney v Noble & ors 


Rosher- 


Jefferis v 


de« 


Clarke v Harrow Road Picture 
Theatre Co Id 

Evans v Singleton 

Butson v Adams 

Goldman v Moss 

Fishman v Van der Velde 

Fishman v Samuels 

Saunders v Scott 

Rutland v Law 

Barnes v Freeman 

Ghys v Watney & ors 

Lewin v. Commonwealth Invest- 
ment Co Id and ors 

Vieary v Kent & ors 

In re De Leeuw, the Elder, de« 


Jorkens & ors v Central Advance 
& Discount Corpn Id & ors 

Edwards v New Brighton Picture 
House Co ld 

In re Child, de« Child v Clarkson 

Fawcett & Sons v Shibakawer & Co 
ld 

Bullock v Trim 

Fainstone & anr v R G Paget & Son 


Before Mr. Justice P.O. LAWRENCE. 
Retained Cause for Trial. 
(With Witnesses. ) 

Carlton Main Colliery Co Id vy 
Hemsworth tural District 
Council pt. hd. 

Further Considerations. 

In re Martin, dec Wain v Martin 

In re C L Stanhope, De 
Choiseul v Stanhope 


dee 


Adjourned Summonses. 
In re Joseph Brown, dec Pattison 
v Driscoll & anr 
re Lester’s Settlements 
Trustee v Meade 


Public 


In 


ooo 
——— 


Pilley v 


County 


date 





=o 


In re Wakefield’s Trusts Pease & ors 
v Jackson & ors 

In re Dixie Settlement Roddick & 
anr v Dixie & ors 

In re Rees, dec Lundi & anr Rees 
& ors 

In re G Smith, dec Public Trustee 
v Forster & ors 

In re Bell & Tatham’s Contract and 
In re Vendor & Purchaser Act, 
1874 

In re Francis Burchfield, dec Miller v 
Miller 

In re Jane Burchfield, dec Lawson v 
Miller 

Automotive Innovations Syndicate 
Id Vv Doyle 

In re Thornley, dec Burkinshaw & 
anr Vv Soady & ors 

In re Utterson, dec Woodward v 
Utterson 

In re Hiller, dec Hiller v Hiller 

In re Willett, dec Willett v Willett 
& anr 

In re lonides, dec London County, 
Westminster & Parr’s Bank Id 
& ors v Craies & ors 

In re Betstyle ld Rolt v The Com- 
pany 

In re Shaxby & Flint & Co, ld’s 
Lease Shaxby v Flint & Co Id 

In re GChallen, dec Streatfeild v 
Kirby 

In re Hann & Stubbing’s Agreement 
Stubbings v Royal Arsenal Co- 
operative Soc ld 

In re Lloyd’s Settlement Lloyd v 
Pearce 

Russian Socialist Federal 
tepublic v Cibrario & anr 

Forrester & anr v Rawlinson & anr 

In re J Crowther, dec Crowther v 
Walker 

Carmichael v Mexborough House Id 
& ors 
Companies (Winding up) and 


Soviet 


Chancery Division. 
Companies (Winding up). 


Petitions (to wind up). 

Fibre Tube and Box Board Manu- 
facturers Id (petn. of J B Hunt 
ordered on Nov. 18, 1919, to stand 
over generally) 

F W Berwick & Co Id (petn. of 
Sterling Metals Id from 
Dec. 20, 1921 to Jan, 24, 1922) 


8.0, 


Martinsyde Id (petn. of Alfred 
Herbert Id—s.o. from Nov. 15, 
1921 to Jan. 17, 1922) 


W S Laycock Id (petn. of Bagshaws 
& Co ld & anr—s.o. from Dec. 20, 
1921 to Jan, 24, 1922) 

Capital & Counties Insce Co Id 
(petn. of T E Brooke—s.o. from 
Oct. 25, 1921 to Jan. 24, 1922) 


Austin Motor Co Id (petn. of 
Beckett, Laycock and Watkinson 
ld—s.o. from Oct. 18, 1921 to 


Jan. 17, 1922) 

Austin Motor Co Id (petn. of Dunlop 
Rubber Co ld—s.o. from Oct. 18, 
1921 to Jan. 17, 1922) 

Sun Fuel Co Id (petn. of Percy 
Jose Mitchell—s.o. from Nov. 22, 
1921 to Jan. 24, 1922) 

Burtons Id (petn. of Great Eastern 


Ry Co—s.o. from Oct. 25, 1921 
to April 25, 1922) 
Ludgate Id (petn. of Arnprior 


Cabinet Id—-ordered on Novy. 22, 
1921, to stand over generally) 
Banque Industrielle de Chine (petn. 
of the Company—s.o. from Oct. 

18, 1921 to Jan. 17, 1922) 
Askew & Elliott ld (petn. of Edward 

Harold Riches—s.o. from Dee 13, 

1921 to Jan. 17 1922) 





London & Suburban Development 


Co Id (petn. of Bradley & Son ld | 


s.0. from Dec. 20, 1921 to March 

14, 1922) 

Locknut Co Id (petn. H J 
Payne—s.o, from Dec. 13, 1921 
to Jan. 17, 1922 

Continental Agencies Id (petn. of 
sritish Soap Co Id—s.o. from 
Nov. 29, 1921 to Feb. 14, 1922) 

Continental Agencies ld (petn. of 
J Thornton and Son—s.o, from 
Dec. 13, 1921 to Feb. 14, 1922) 

Economic Building Corpn. ld (petn. 
of Marshall, Knott & Barker ld 

s.o. from Dec. 13, 1921 to 
Jan. 24, 1922) 

Economic Building Corpn. 1d (petn. 
of Rownson, Drew & Clydesdale 
ld—s.o. from Dec. 13, 
Jan. 24, 1922) 

G. Gibbs Id 
Harmston—s.o. from 
1921 to Jan. 17, 1922 

Herbert Dickinson Id (petn. of 
Mitchell, Hendley & Overton) 
(a firm)—s.o. from Dec. 20, 
1921 to Feb. 14, 1922) 

Carden Engineering Co 


R« 8S 


of Blonde 


Nov. 29, 


(petn. 


of Tredelect Dynamos Id—s.o. 
from Nov. 29, 1921 to Jan. 17, 
1922) 

H Wadham & Co ld (petn. of 


James Deakin—s.o. from Dec. 20, 
1921 to Jan. 17, 1922) 

A Appleson & Co ld (petn. of 
Zadik Heiber and ors—s.o. from 
Dec. 20, 1921 to Feb. 14, 1922) 

Beulah Hall ld (petn. of Kearley & 
Tonge ld—s.o. from Dec. 20, 1921 
to Jan. 17, 1922) 

Barrow Entertainments ld (petn. 
of Stoll Film Co ld—s.o. from 
Dec. 20, 1921 to Jan. 17, 1922 

L H F Damen ld (petn. of Hugh 
Cecil Lea and Co—s.o. from 
Dec. 20, 1921 to Jan. 17, 1922) 

G Castle & Co ld (petn. of Dormeuil 
Freres—s.o. from Dec. 20, 1921 
to March 21, 1922) 

F J Wraight & Co ld (petn. of 
Commercial Mutua] Credit Bank 


1921 to | 


ld (petn. | 
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Allies Electric Lamp Repairing Co 
ld (petn. of Nathan Shaffer) 
Dalston Theatre Id (petn. of Henry 

Leapman) ; 

Vaalbank (Transvaal) Colliery Id 
(petn, of Eugen Robert Schiess) 

Yearsley de Groot Productions ld 
(petn. of Arthur Bourchier) 

Norske Lloyd Insce Co Id (petn. of 
International Insce Co Id) 

Central Organisation Id (petn. of 
E B Holmes and Co 1d) 

Metal Smelters Id (petn. of His 
Majesty’s Attorney-Genera!) 
Herculin Glue & Compounds Co ld 
(petn. of Clement Horace Edward 

Stevens) 
Brazilian Commerce & Industries 
ld (petn. of George Kilner & anr) 
Companies (Winding Up). 
Petition (to restore name to register). 
Imp Cinematograph Co ld 
Chancery Petitions. 

P R Jackson & Co Id & reduced 
(to sanction Scheme of Arrange- 
ment and confirm reduction of 
capital) 

Egypt & Levant Steamship Co ld 
(to sanction Scheme of Arrange- 
ment and confirm reorganisation 
of share capital) 

Fellows, Morton & Clayton Id & 
reduced (to confirm reduction of 
capital) 

Mells Collieries ld & reduced (same) 

Pawsons & Leafs ld & reduced 
(same ) 


| Robert Hayes ld & reduced (same) 


ld—s.o. from Dee. 20, 1921 to Jan. | 


24, 1922) 

Sydney Godfrey Id (petn. of Leon 
Vinois) 

Sizaire Berwick ld (petn. of Edward 
Hume) 

Fenton Textile Assoc ld (petn. of 
Edward Lipman) 

P G Barff & Co ld (petn. of Cox’s 
Shipping Agency Id) 

British Window Glass Co ld (petn. 
of James Couper) 


British Window Glass Co Id (petn. | 


of John Sterling & Co) 
Dalcot Id (petn. of Thornbark 
Brick Co Id) 


Savoy Picture House (Grimsby) 


Id (petn. of George William | 
Parker) 
Powerite Steam Jointing Co ld 
(petn. of Marcus Cecil Anson 


Rickards) 

Strachan, Oswell & Co Id (petn. 
of George Alfred Marriott) (Man- 
chester District Registry) 


British Mercedes Motor Co Id (petn. 


of Frederick Hodges) 


General Trading & Manufacturers Id | 


(petn. of Rose & Co) 

Popular Playhouses ld (petn. of 
Frederick Melville) 

Same (petn. of Walter Melville) 

H E © Robinson & Co ld (petn. of 
Walker-Hanna Bearings 1d) 

New Royalty Kinema (Brixton) ld 
(petn. of Wardotr Films Id) 


Middleton Estate & Colliery Co ld 
& reduced (same) 

Lautaro Nitrate Co ld & 
{same ) 

United Lankat Plantations Co Id & 
reduced (same) 

Watford Manufacturing Co ld & 
reduced (same) 

E G Wrigley & Co ld & reduced 
(same) 

W J Douglas & Partners ld & 
reduced (same) 

Daniel de Pass Trust ld & reduced 
(same) 

Martinsyde ld (to sanction Scheme 
of Arrangement—ordered on July 
26, 1921, to stand over generally) 

Ludgate ld (to sanction Scheme of 
Arrangement) (ordered on Nov.22, 
1921, to stand ovcr generally) 

Caxton Insce Co Id (to confirm 
alteration of objects—ordered on 
March 15, 1921, to stand over 
generally) 

Universal Automobile Insce Co ld 
(to confirm alteration of objects) 

London Caledonian Trust ld (for 
payment out of deposit under 
Assce Companies Act, 1909) 
(ordered on Oct. 25, 1921, to stand 
over generally) 

Companies (Winding Up). 
Motions. 

Angel Steamship Co ld (ordered on 
April 13, 1920, to stand over 
generally) 

John Dawson & Co (Neweastle-on- 
Tyne) ld (stand over generally 
by consent) 

Samos Wine Co Id part heard 
(ordered on April 12, 1921, to 
stand over generally) 

S Jacobs & Co ld (ordered on March 
15, 1921, to stand over generally) 

H C Motor Co ld (ordered on July 
5, 1921, to stand over generally) 

Stanwyn Syndicate Id (ordered on 
Dec 13, 1921, to stand over 


reduced 


| generally) 
8 T J Cinemas ld (s.0. from Dee. 20, 
1921, to Jan. 21, 1922) 
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Chancery Division. 
Motion. 


Scout Motors ld London Joint City 
and Midland Bank ld & ors v 
Scout Motors Id (ordered on 
Oct. 18, 1921, to stand over 
generally) 

Companies (Winding Up). 
Court Summonses. 


Van den Plas (England) Id (on proof 
of Fiat Motors ld—with witnesses 
—parties to apply to fix day 
for hearing—retained by Mr. 
Justice Astbury) 

Fairbanks Gold Mining Co ld 
(ordered on July 26, 1921, to 
stand over generally) 

Connolly Bros ld (on proof of Hecht, 
Levis and Kalin) part heard 

Same (on proof of Luke O’ Reilly Id) 
part heard 

Same (on proof of India Rubber, 
Gutta Percha and Telegraph 
Works Co ld) (retained by 
Mr. Justice P. O. Lawrence) 

R. Martens & Co ld (on claim of 
Lady Rhondda—with witnesses) 
London County Commercial Re- 
insurance Office Id (with wit- 

nesses) 

Blenheim Motor Co Id (with wit- 
nesses) 

Hampton Engineering Co ld 

British American Continental Bank 
ld 

Same ’ 

Barclays Stores (Ealing) Id (with 
witnesses) 

8 V Nevanas & Co ld 

Blisland (Cornwall) China Clay Co ld 
(ordered on Dec. 6, 1921, to stand 
over generally) 

Stockport No 2 Ring Spinning Co ld 

Pemberton Billing Economic Homes 
Id 

General Marine Underwriters Assoc 


Same 
A & W Nesbit Id 
Same 


Chancery Division. 
Court Summonses, 


French South African Development 
Cold Partridge v French South | 


African Development Co Id (o® 
preliminary point—ordered on 
April 2, 1914, to stand over 
generally pending trial of action 
in King’s Bench Division) 

Gardiner Shipbuilding & Engineer- 
ing Cold Coutts & Co v Gardiner 
Shipbuilding & Engineering Co ld 
(with witnesses) 

Before Mr. Justice RussKuu. 
Retained Causes for Trial. 
(With Witnesses). 

Meadmore v Meadmore, pt hd 

In re A Harper Sons & Bean Id 
Bean v The Company 

In re J H Faulkner, dec Molenkamp 
v Rosling & ors 

Martineau v Michel 

Pugsley v Milson 

Crick v Robinson 


Adjourned Summonses. 


In re J T Poyser, dec Landon v Cox 
pt heard (s.o. to Nov. 7, 1922) 

In re Emily Unwin, dee Unwin v 
Unwin 

In re S A Myers, dec Ayston v 
Harvey 

In re Lavit’s Settlement Knox v 
Bristowe 

In re Hopkins’ Settlement Mackay 
v Hopkins 

In re O H Parry, dec Murch v 
Nesbitt 

In re Martell, dec Shields v Attor- 
ney-Gene:al 

In re J L Gibbons, dee’ Close v 
Gibbons 

In re Anwell’s 
Anwell 

In re Jesse Andrews, dec Public 
Trustee v Vincent 

In re M S Cairns, dec Bitton v 
Murray 

In re J Cooke, dec Winckley v 
Winterton 

In re Springfield’s 
Davies v Springfield 

In re T Pethick, dec 
Sommerville 

In re E Tully, dec Symonds v 
Symonds 

In re Thompson, dec Lamb v Wilson 

In re W Cooke, dec Thomson v 
Walter 


Estate White v 


Settlement 


Badock yv 





THE MIDDLESEX HOSPITAL. 
WHEN CALLED UPON TO ADVISE AS TO LEGACIES, PLEASE DO NOT 
FORGET THE CLAIMS OF THE MippLEsExX HospirAL, 
WHICH IS URGENTLY IN NEED OF Funps FoR rts HumMANE Work. 


| In re Bond Bread v Harding 


In re Chesterman Trusts Mott v 
Browning 

In re A M Prescott, dec Gibbes v 
Prescott 

In re M A Fox, dec Hedgecock v 
Haslip 

In re J Duffield, 
Moorwood 

In re W Rush, dec Warre v Rush 

In re Noy, dec East v Roworth 

Fisher v 


dec Clegg v 


In re Margerison, dec 
Margerison 

In re Thos Kittrick, dec Slocock vy 
Davis - 

In re G A Pilkington, dec Public 
Trustee vy Coombe 

In re H A 
Robinson 

In re A E Churly, dee Churly v 
Churly 

In re Loundes, 
Calverley 

In re Henderson’s Trusts Henderson 
v Paul 

In re Edward Upton’s Indenture 
Carlyon-Britton v Lumb 

In re K McDonald, dec Burcast v 
Eddolls 

In re Wehli In re Oldham Alcock 
v Robinson (restored) 

In re Owen Carter, dee Carter v 
Carter 

In re S F Stone, dec Stone v Moore 

In re Wright’s Settlement Watson 
v Watson 

In re Joseph Wood, dee Woolmer v 
Hartley 

In re Daniel Clark, dec Tucker v 
Stone 

In re Patchett 
Le Jeune 


tobinson Harley v 


dec Young v 


Public Trustee v 


In re Cornwall’s Settlement Public 


Trustee v Carew 

In re C J F Shannaw, dec Colyer v 
Mitchell 

Wilson Bros 
Robinson 

In re Peter Williams, dec Wright v 
Carter 

In re Vulcan Co and In re Trading 
with the Enemy Act, 1916 

In re Sir A Slade, dec Watson v 
Witham 

In re Evans, dec Russell v Evans 

Settlement 


Bobbin Co ld v 


In re Scarisbrick’s 
Smalley v Scarisbrick 
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APPEALS AND MOTIONS IN 
BANKRUPTCY. 


Appeals from County Courts to be 

heard by a Divisional Court sitting 

in Bankruptcy, Pending December 
3ist, 1921. 

In ce a Debtor (No. 19 of 1915) 
Expte The Debtor v The Peti- 
tioning Creditor and Official 
Xeceiver (Devonshire, Plymouth 
& Stonehouse). On December 15, 
1919, this appl was ordered to 
stand over with liberty to restore. 

In re @ Debtor (No. 12 of 1921) 
Expte The Petitioning Creditors 
v The Debtor (Wiltshire, Salis- 
bury) 


‘In re W Rogers (No 13 of 1921) 


Expte F E Dupont v M H Moody, , 
the Trustee (Surrey, Wandsworth) 

In re a Debtor (No 14 of 1921) 
Expte The Debtor v The Peti- 
tioning Creditor and Official 
Receiver (Suffolk, Ipswich) 

In re a Debtor (No. 8 of 1921) 
Expte The Petitioning Creditor v 
The Debtor (Sussex, East bourne) 

In re A Debtor (No 21 of 1921) 
Expte The Petitioning Creditors v 
The Debtor (Hertfordshire, St. 
Albans) 


Motions and Applications in Bank- 
ruptcy for hearing before the Judge, 
Pending December 31st, 1921. 
Inre R A Payne Expte F 8 Salaman, 
the Trustee appln to transfer 
proceedings from County Court of 
Cheshire (Macclesfield) to High 
Court of Justice in Bankruptcy 

In re W E Morum (trading as Morum 
Bros) Expte Erlangers v F 8 
Salaman, the Trustee 

In re H Furman Expte F 8 Salaman, 
the Trustee v Charles Finegold 

In re A Bankruptcy Notice (No 
3,656 of 1921) Expte The Debtor 
appln of Debtor, referred to Judge 
by Mr Senr Registrar Hope 

In re D Endacott and H C D Brown 
(carrying on business as The 
Endacott Scientific Instrument 
Co) Expte J OC T Tacagni v 
William Hinds 

In re Sir J H C Edwards Expte 
A H Partridge, the Trustee v The 
Rev Henry Kingsford and E A 
Loveday 

Tn re G F M Cornwallis West Expte 
The Prince and Princess of Pless v 
F S Salaman, the Trustee 

In re E P F Whiting Expte W J 
Bennett, the Trustee v M W 
Whiting 








THE LICENSES AND GENERAL INSURANCE CO., LTD. 


CONDUCTING 


FIRE, BURGLARY, LOSS OF PROFIT, EMPLOYERS’, FIDELITY, 


GLASS, 








MOTOR, PUBLIC LIABILITY, ETC., ETc. 





THE COMPREHENSIVE FAMILY POLICY at 4/6 per cent. is the most complete policy ever offered to householders. 
THE COMPREHENSIVE SHOPKEEPERS’ POLICY Covers all Risks under One Document for One Inclusive Premium, 


IN ALL LICENSING MATTERS. 


LICENSE 





INSURANCE. 








SPECIALISTS 
Clauses 


Suitable 


for Insertion 


in Leases and Mortgages of 
Licensed Property settled by Counsel will be sent on application. 


For Further Information write: VICTORIA EMBANKMENT (next Temple Station), W.C.2. 
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) XCEPTIONAL opportunity in London for 
4 young energetic Solicitor with small, good-class practice. 
partnership prospects; first-class 


Preliminary clerkship 
, ¢/o Solicitors’ Journal,104-107, 


references required.—X. Y.Z 
Fetter-lane, E.C.4 
( FFICES, 
Splendid Suite, 
ground floor entrance, tele 
rental; fixtures, furniture, etc 
17, Portugal-street, W.C.2 
| AW. 
4 


require 





adjoining New Court, Lincoln’s Inn. 
with spacious strong room, separate 
phones, private lavatories ; inclusive 
at valuation.—Write “ B,” 





City firm of Solicitors of old standing 
a partner experience rows =< Ted 
Write “ C.D.} c/o Street’s, 30, Cornhill, E.C.3 


T° LET.—-Four rooms (can be separated) as 

Offices, suitable for Accountant or Solicitor, for further 
information—Apply, The Secretary, Trinitarian Bible 
Society, 7, Bury-street, Bloomsbury, W.C 








UNIVERSITY OF LONDON. 
OTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that the Senate 
wil! proceed toclect External Examinersforthe Examina- 
ibove Matriculation asfollows. Except when otherwise 

Examiners will act in all Examinations in which the 
irs. Where Examiners are to be appointed for 
Examinations only, and (B) Final and 
, the fact is indicated after the 


N 
tions 
tated 
subject. o¢ 
4) Intermediat 
Higher Examinations 
name of the subject t 
FoR 
EXAMINAT 
ultural Law 
British Constitution and 
Public Administratior 
Code Napoleon 
History and Princiy 
raxation and Tithe 


onl 
low 
THE 
ION 


SION 1922-25 
OTHER THAN MEDICAL 
Jurisprudence 
Mohammedan Law 
Municipal and Local Gove 
ment Law 
Roman Dutch Law 
Theory and Principles of the 
Valuation of Land and 
Buildings. 
provision of Statute 124 
whoreby the Senat juired, if practicable, to appoint at 
least one Examiner who is not a Teacher of the University 
Application Form (or Forms, if morethan one Examinership 
ipplied for), and particulars of the remuneration and duties 
can be obtained from the External Registrar 
Candidates must send in their names to the External 
Registrar, Geo. F. GOODCHILD, M.A., B.Sc., with any attesta- 
tion of their qualifications they may think desirable, on or 
before Monday, 30th January, 1922. (Envelopes should be 
marked “ Examinership.”’) 
It is particularly desired by the Senate that no app ication 
of any kind be made toits individual members. 
If testimonials are submitted, three copies at least of each 
hould be sent. Original testimonials should not be forwarded 
in any case If more than one Examiner is applied for, a 
parat« application, with copies of testimonials 
if any, must be forwarded in respect of each. 
D. C. PERRY, 
Principal Officer 


Agri 


VB Attention is drawn to the 


complete 


University of London 
South Kensington, 8.W.7 
January, 1922 





{OCIETY for the ASSISTANCE of LADIES in 
K) REDUCED CIRCUMSTANCES. Under Royal Patronage. 

The Day of Small Things A NEW YEAR'S APPEAL 
Chis is essentially the day of smallthings. Few, unless they 
ure millionaires, can give as they were wont to give, but why 
stop all subscriptions ?--If you have in the past given £5, 
why not now give £1—if £1, now 53.? If you have suffered 
40 have others, and in this case poor gentiewomen have sufferei 
and are suffering 1 most acutely If you have been sending 
parcels to a lady each month, do not drop your kind gift 
entirely, send lb. of tea, butter, or cocoa, or a shilling book 
or a shilling even for something sorely needed. These are 
the days of personal effort. Write a letter to some sick or 

ynely one, do some needlework where the outlay is small 
we are grateful for two articles a year to sell at our Sales, 
Hold a sale of work, organize a concert, give your time and 
your strength In some cases it is easier to write cheque 
than to give personal service, but please help in some way, 
however straitened in circumstances you may be. I often 
hear it said, | always think unjustly, the New Rich do not 
know how to giv Whether you are of the Old Rich or the 
New Rich, it matters not There are only two motives that 
Imake you git and sympathy Unless your heart 
of love and pity for the poor, the sick, the lonely, and 

the aged, you may be as rich as Croesus, you will not give 
yur heart and your purse will be alike closed to the cry of 
sorrow. Dear friends, begin the New Year with !oving 
sympathetic hearts and many will bless you.—EDITH 

SMALLWOOD, Hon. Sec., Lancaster House, Malvern 


COLLINS & COLLINS, 
Private Detective Agency. 


PRIVATE AND COMMERCIAL ENQUIRIES 
CONDUCTED WITH TACT AND SKILL. 


66, VICTORIA ST., S.W.1. 


love 








Victoria 3963. 











DR. BARNARDO’S 
HOMES 


CHARTER: 
“No Destitute Child ever 
Refused Admission.’’ 


No Waiting List. 
92,330 Children have been admitted. 
14, °497 Children dealt with last year. 
7 331 a and Girls average in residence. 
380 Boys in Training for the Navy. 
10,715 Barnardo Boys fought on land and 
sea in the Great War. 
Bequest forms on application to the General Secretary. 
Director: Rear-Admiral Sir HARRY STILEMAN. 
Head Offices: 18-26, STepNEY CAusEWAY, LONDON, E.1 


CHANCERY 7829. 


“TIBALDS’” RESTAURANT, 
LUNCHEONS :: TEAS DINNERS. 

13, THEOBALD'S RD., W.C.1. 

Hot Meals sent out. 


(Corner of Bedford Row)- 





Telephone: 602 Holborn. 


EDE AND RAVENSCROFT. 


FOUNDED IN THE REIGN OF WILLIAM & MARY, 1689, 


ROBE COURT 
MAKERS 


SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 


Wigs for Registrars, Town Clerks & Coroners. 


93 & 94 CHANCERY LANE, LONDON, W.C.2. 





TAILORS. 





THE 


LAW AGENCY 


LIMITED. 
GENERAL MANAGER: EDMUND JORDAN. 


COMPANY FORMATION EXPERTS 


AND REGISTRATION AGENTS, 
LAW PRINTERS AND STATIONERS. 


LICENSED VALUERS FOR PROBATE. 
HEAD OFFICES: 
161, STRAND, LONDON, W.C.2. 
(Adjoining King’s College and Somerset House). 
Telegrams: “‘ Lawgency, Estrand, London.” 
And at 10, DALE STREET, LIVERPOOL. 











Deeds of Arrangement 
_ Act, 1914, 


FORMS OF 
DEED OF ASSIGNMENT 
FOR BENEFIT OF CREDITORS, 
With or without Committee of Inspection, 
Printed as engrossments ready for signature, 
SETTLED BY 
Mr, T. CYPRIAN WILLIAMS, LL.B., 


mate of the Convey anting ¢ Counsel to the Coury). 





All Forms required on Registration and by 
Trustees kept in stock, Full list on application. 


THE BANKRUPTCY ACT, 1914, 
DEEDS OF ARRANGEMENT 
ACT, 1914. 


The whole Statute Law of Bankruptcy and Deeds of 





| 

















LONOON'S LADY DETECTIVE 


MAUDWEST 


ALE & FEMALE STAFF 





THE LONDON WINDOW CLEANING CO., 
8, Red Lion Square, Holborn, W.C. 
Telephone: HOLBORN 1780. H. A. Boosey, Manager. 





EVIDENCE 


on behalf of Christianity is provided by the 
CHRISTIAN EVIDENCE SOCIETY, 


and 





33 34, Craven Street, W.C.2. 


T is very important that one’s Keys should 
be registered by a reliable Company. You 
should ring up 1445 Clerkenwell to-day, and ask 
the British Key Registry about it or write 
London Office, 64, Finsbury Pavement, E.C.2. 





Arrangement in handy form, being King’s Printers 

copies of these Consolidation Acts bound up with 

Indices and Tables showing where the corresponding 

sections of the repealed Acts are to be found in the 
Acts of 1914, and vice versa 


. TURNER, of Lincoln’s Inn 


( poten stoner se 


Price 3s. net, or by Post 3s. 6d. 


By CECIL V 





THE SOLICITORS’ LAW 
STATIONERY SOCIETY, Ltd., 


22, CHANCERY LANE, W.C.2. 
49, BEDFORD Row, W.C.1, 
15, HANOVER STRERT, W.1. 


7 & 28 WALBROOK, E.C.4. 
45, TOTHILL STREET, S.W.1. 











EXPERT VALUER FOR PROBATE 
AND ALL PURPOSES. 


HOUSEHOLD VALUATIONS (Castle, Mansion or Cottage 
PEARLS, EMERALDS, DIAMONDS, 
ANCIENT SILVER, etc., 
Valued or Purchased to any amount. 
TRUTH says: 


“‘An Expert second to none 
in the land.” 


WwW. E. HURCOMB, 


CALDER HOUSE, PICCADILLY, W.1. 
(CORNER OF DOVER STREET). "Phone: Recent 475. 














AUCTION | SALES. 


JOHNSON, DYMOND & SOK 


pried 1793.) 
SALES HELD FIVE DAYS WEEKLY OF 
JEWELLERY, SILVER, FURNITURE, 
WEARING APPAREL, etc., 
In the three most up-to-date Sale Rooms tn London. 


VALUATIONS FOR PROBATE, ETC. 


24-26, GREAT QUEEN ST., KINGSWAY, W.C. 





| ro INCOMES.— HOMES FURNISHED 

on an equitable system of DEFERRED PAYMENT, 
specially adapted for those with fixed incomes who do not 
wish to disturb investments. The largest stock in the 
world to select from. All goods delivered free by Maple’s 
own Motor Service direct to customers’ residences in thirty- 
six counties.—Write for particulars to MAPLE & CO., 
Tottenham Court-road, London, W.1. 
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